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ABSTRACT
An abstract o f the dissertation o f Michael Charles Leo for the Doctor o f Philosophy in 
Systems Science: Psychology presented June 16, 2006.
Title: A Mixed-Methods and Multi-Level Investigation of the Effects o f a Crew
Chief Intervention on Job Attitudes, Occupational Stress, and 
Organizational Commitment
High-profile instances of workplace violence and increased pressure from 
competitors have threatened the viability of one of the nation’s largest employers, the 
United States Postal Service (USPS). As a result, the USPS began a massive change 
effort in the early 1990’s. One of the initiatives implemented to improve labor- 
management relations was a derivative of the self-managed work team known as the 
crew chief program. This study provides a mixed-methods and multi-level approach to 
understand the impact this unique program had on organizational attitudes.
The first aim o f this study was to investigate whether the crew chief program 
reduced employees’ stress and strain and improved job and supervisory satisfaction 
and company and union commitment, while controlling for the nesting of employees 
within sites and employee demographic characteristics. The second aim was to 
replicate and extend the stressor-strain-outcome (SSO) model o f stress and to 
determine whether employee perceptions of crew chief support moderated the 
relationships between stressors, strain, and outcomes.
2I evaluated Aim 1 using data from 177 mail processors from 27 units matched 
from baseline to one-year follow-up with hierarchical linear modeling. This was 
followed up with an implementation analysis of qualitative data to determine the extent 
to which the program was implemented compared to the original design. I evaluated 
Aim 2 using structural equation modeling from 538 mail processors who participated at 
follow-up.
There was little quantitative support for Aim 1. However, the results o f the 
implementation analysis suggested that the crew chief program was not functioning as 
conceived. Aim 2 received strong support, with almost all of the main effects of the 
SSO model replicated. However, there was no support for the moderator effects. 
Additionally, I found role ambiguity to have direct relationships with other 
organizational outcomes beyond the indirect effects via strain and that crew chief 
support was strongly related to stressors and outcomes.
These findings reinforce the notion that employing both quantitative and 
qualitative methods can dramatically improve the quality o f organizational research. 
Based on these findings, I describe several suggestions for improvements to this 
specific program and for improving future initiatives aimed at enhancing labor- 
management relations.
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Introduction 1
Effects of a Crew Chief Empowerment Intervention on Job Satisfaction, Job 
Stress, and Company and Union Commitment
Chapter 1. Introduction
The globalization of the U.S. economy has led to increased competition for 
companies in many industries. Along with increased globalization, rapid and 
extraordinary developments in technology have revolutionized the way organizations 
conduct business. Technological changes in organizations are usually accompanied by 
structural changes, one of the most common of which is the adoption o f team-based 
structures (Osterman, 1994), such as self-managing work teams (Ankarlo, 1994 as 
cited in Elmuti, 1997; Kulisch & Banner, 1993; Schilder, 1992). For example, Schilder 
(1992) cites the results of a survey published by the American Productivity and 
Quality Center that found 7% of 476 U.S. Fortune 1000 companies were organized in 
teams, and that half of these companies indicated that they intend to use teams more 
frequently in the future. Job attitudes such as employee job satisfaction and 
commitment to the organization, which research has linked to important organizational 
outcomes, are likely to be affected by changes to team-based structures. Thus, a major 
challenge for organizations is to maintain and develop satisfaction and commitment, 
which are essential for employees to work effectively in organizations using teamwork 
(Dessler, 1999).
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One industry that has become extremely competitive in recent years is the 
document and parcel shipping industry. The dominant organization in this business 
has traditionally been the United States Postal Service (USPS). Until recently, the 
USPS was the nation’s largest employer and currently has over 800,000 employees. 
With the increasing popularity of e-mail as a communication tool and the increasing 
use of electronic methods o f bill payment, the Postal Service has seen the volume of 
first class mail (e.g., traditional paper envelopes) and business class mail (e.g., product 
and service solicitations) decrease. Although the USPS continues to hold a quasi­
monopoly on these mail services, internet and e-mail can be thought o f as indirect 
competitors that have negatively affected the USPS’s revenues.
Another major portion of the services provided by the USPS is the shipping of 
express mail and packages. Unlike regular mail, the USPS does not hold a monopoly 
on these services and finds itself in a very competitive field with organizations such as 
the United Parcel Service, Federal Express, and DHL Express, which had recently 
merged with Airborne Express. Although e-mail is delivered virtually instantaneously, 
there are still many legal and corporate documents that need to be physically 
delivered. However, this will probably change in the future as digital signature 
technology and advanced security mechanisms are developed and accepted. Also, with 
the boom of internet commerce, there are more packages than ever that need to be 
delivered to business and residential customers (Simons & Blackmon, 1998; Torres, 
2004). The cumulative effect of these changes has and will continue to erode the
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USPS’s traditional dominance in the shipping services industry and the USPS will 
need to adapt to these changes to remain competitive.
Given the large size o f the USPS, it should be no surprise that it has a 
bureaucratic structure. Bureaucratic organizations can be characterized as hierarchical 
and not very responsive to changes in the business environment (Bums & Stalker, 
1994; Mintzberg, 1979). The present economic environment, which is rapidly 
changing as a result o f technological advances, makes it extremely difficult for 
bureaucratic organizations like the USPS to prosper, or even survive. Without change 
in its structure to adapt to the changing environment, the USPS would likely see its 
market share continue to decline and eventually find itself obsolete. However, 
successful change can be difficult, and is usually more challenging for larger 
organizations (Porras & Robertson, 1992). In addition, the USPS has also had a poor 
history o f labor relations with the unions that represent its employees, which can make 
organizational change that much more difficult. Thus, beginning in the late 1980’s, the 
USPS found itself in a precarious situation, one that threatened its very existence.
In 1992, Postmaster General Marvin Runyon recognized the need for change 
and proposed several organizational change initiatives in an effort to improve the 
USPS’s viability. Some of the more important early initiatives centered on improving 
labor-management relations, as this was identified by the United States General 
Accounting Office (GAO) as one of the most significant problems facing the USPS, 
and the GAO believed that relations needed to be improved before commencing with 
other change efforts (United States General Accounting Office, 1994a, 1994b). From
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the perspective o f the GAO, improving labor relations was important for three reasons. 
First, more positive relations should result in a higher quality of work life for 
employees in the form of increased job satisfaction (Kelloway, Barling, & Shah, 1993) 
and reduced stress (Heaney et al., 1993). Second, improved relations should lead to 
improved organizational performance in the form of reduced tardiness, absenteeism, 
and turnover (Cooke, 1990; Katz, Kochan, & Weber, 1985). Finally, improved labor 
relations should result in higher employee motivation, lower employee resistance and 
greater employee acceptance of other organizational change initiatives (Emery & 
Summers, 1996; Zammuto & O'Connor, 1992).
One major source of poor labor relations at the USPS was conflict between 
employees and supervisors (United States General Accounting Office, 1994a, 1994b). 
Therefore, one of the first initiatives implemented at the USPS to improve labor 
relations was the crew chief program. The crew chief position was intended to provide 
employees with opportunities to share in the decision making process on how their 
work is performed, in turn empowering them, which was expected to send a message 
to employees that they were valued. The crew chief program provided the opportunity 
for employees to become team leaders who would be responsible for coordinating the 
activities of their crew. In addition to this type of “direct” empowerment, the USPS 
also hoped that employees would receive more support and build better relationships 
with their direct reports (i.e., crew chiefs) when the person who leads their work group 
was “one of their own.” The crew chief also was intended to serve as a liaison between
Introduction 5
the work group and the supervisor, and supervisors continued to maintain control of 
human resource and administrative duties.
The primary aim o f the present study was to conduct a program evaluation of 
the effects of the crew chief program on postal employees in areas related to their 
experienced role stressors, job strain, job satisfaction, and company and union 
commitment. More specifically, I investigated whether mail processors showed 
improvement in these variables from baseline to one year after baseline, while 
controlling for facility location and shift and employee demographic characteristics. 
The second aim o f this research was to replicate the stressor-strain-outcome model of 
stress and to extend the model by examining the main and moderating effects o f mail 
processor perceptions of support from crew chiefs.
The hypotheses I developed to examine these research aims, and the analyses 
that I used to test them, were based on a systems perspective. General systems theory 
(Boulding, 1956) can be considered a form of inquiry that is concerned with emergent 
properties, where the “whole is greater than the sum of its parts.” This is in contrast to 
traditional scientific epistemology, where knowledge is obtained by reducing 
phenomena to its component parts.
A multilevel perspective recognizes the importance o f examining the 
properties o f the whole as well as the parts themselves. Studying these properties, as 
well as the influence o f the whole on its parts and the influence of the parts on the 
whole, provides a more comprehensive and complete picture o f the phenomena under 
study than any one level by itself. Thus, the purpose “o f the multilevel perspective in
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organizational science is to identify principles that enable a more integrated 
understanding o f phenomena that unfold across levels in an organization” (Kozlowski 
& Klein, 2000, p. 7).
Although most major theories of organizational behavior view organizations as 
multilevel systems, the influence of these theories on organizational research have 
been mostly metaphorical (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). Most previous organizational 
research focused on just one level o f analysis, usually the individual level. In contrast, 
the current research incorporates the multilevel nature o f the context and analyzed data 
at multiple levels. The data for the proposed study were collected from individual 
employees who were nested within teams, or crews. The first research aim focuses on 
whether the crew chief program was successful in improving job attitudes and 
reducing stress, while taking into account the nested nature o f the organization. The 
systems perspective that is reflected in the second aim is based on the interactions that 
are investigated. That is, rather than exclusively examining the relationships among 
parts o f the system in isolation, I tested hypotheses that examine the effects of one part 
of the system on the relationships between other parts o f the system.
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Chapter 2. Background and Context
The U.S. Postal Service is one o f the nation’s largest civilian employers with 
over 800,000 employees (Norquist, 2003). In September o f 1993, 89% of the Postal 
Service’s 691,723 employees were represented by unions (United States General 
Accounting Office [GAO], 1994b). These employees are referred to as “bargaining 
unit” or “craft” employees. Approximately 80% of craft employees are union 
members, with almost all (99.7%) members belonging to one of four unions. The 
unions represent employees according to the nature o f their work, also referred to as a 
craft line. The largest union, representing approximately 50% of craft employees, is 
the American Postal Workers Union (APWU). The craft lines represented by the 
APWU include clerks, maintenance workers, special delivery messengers, and motor 
vehicle operators. General managers, postmasters, and supervisors, which totaled 
57,240 in September o f 1993, are represented by three management associations. 
Although these associations cannot bargain with the Postal Service and do not have 
the right to file grievances, they are consulted by executive management and represent 
their member interests by lobbying Congress. An 11 member board o f governors is 
responsible for running the Postal Service, which consists of nine governors, the 
Postmaster General, and the Deputy Postmaster General.
Postal field operations are organized according to two divisions: (1) mail 
processing and distribution and (2) customer service. Each division is further divided 
into 10 area offices. The ten area offices in the mail processing and distribution
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division oversee 271 processing and distribution centers, 21 bulk mail centers, and 60 
airport mail centers. These facilities handled over 171 billion letters and parcels in 
1993 that were collected and delivered by 39,392 Post Offices (GAO, 1994b). Mail 
processing centers operate on a three shift (also known as a tour), 24 hour a day, 7 day 
a week schedule to separate, sort, and transport mail between Post Offices. The 
processing and distribution facilities resemble large factories, using conveyors and 
machines to sort and route mail and parcels.
The work environment at these facilities resembles assembly line work in 
manufacturing industries, in that the tasks that make up the work are highly repetitive, 
there is a rigid and specific division of labor, and operations are closely monitored to 
ensure that schedules and budgets are met. Like many other unionized manufacturing 
settings, labor contracts outline the rules of work and most conflicts are resolved by a 
formal grievance-arbitration procedure.
O f the 221,300 craft employees these centers employed in September o f 1993, 
124,600 were clerks, which was the largest craft category of employees working in 
these facilities (GAO, 1994a; GAO, 1994b). Mail processing clerks operate the 
machines that sort the mail. The clerks process machine readable (non-handwritten), 
non-barcoded mail with a multi-line optical character reader (MLOCR). The MLOCR 
prints a barcode on the mail and is capable o f handling 16 pieces o f mail per second 
(Peoples, 1998). Once the mail is assigned a barcode, the mail is combined with pre- 
barcoded mail that is sorted by zip code with bar code sorter (BCS) and delivery bar 
code sorter (DBCS) machines. These highly automated machines are capable of
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processing 32,000 pieces of mail per hour (Anthes, 1993). The main duties o f the mail 
processor are to feed the mail into the machine and clear out the sorted mail. 
Handwritten mail and mail rejected by the machines are routed to letter-sorting 
machines (LSM), where mail processors read the address and enter a two or three digit 
code that designates the destination Post Office.
Supervisors at these facilities are responsible for checking attendance, 
assigning employees to specific work stations, ensuring that machines are 
programmed and ready to run, scheduling employee breaks, and determining whether 
overtime is needed to complete the required work. Supervisors are also responsible for 
making sure employees comply with contract terms and standard operating 
procedures, as well as enforcing safety regulations and disciplining employees. For the 
most part, union contracts prohibit employees from working outside their crafts, so 
they are usually assigned to the same work unit. However, some employees do not 
know what work they will be doing or who they will be working with until they report 
for work. This occurs when there is no work available in the employee’s craft, in 
which case the supervisor can assign the employee to any available work at the 
employee’s wage level. Union contracts also stipulate how craft employees should 
perform their jobs, work hours, pay and benefits compensation, assignment of 
overtime, and disciplinary procedures.
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History o f Labor-Management Problems
Poor working conditions have been present at the Postal Service since the early
th19 century. According to an 1890 national survey, 90% of Post Office clerks worked 
an average of 14 hours a day (as cited in GAO, 1994b). Clerks worked in 
environments that were filthy and had polluted air, where tuberculosis was so common 
that it was referred to as “clerks’ sickness.” These poor working conditions led to 
postal workers becoming one of the first federal departments to unionize in large 
numbers. In the formative years o f the early 1900’s, the postal unions focused on 
lobbying Congress to enact workplace improvements, since Congress was responsible 
for the USPS. However, this all began to change in 1962 with the issuance of 
Executive Order 10988, which granted unions representing federal employees the 
power of limited collective bargaining.
During the 1960’s, the Post Office saw a dramatic increase in mail volume, 
increasing budget deficits, and frequent customer complaints of late deliveries. This 
culminated in the cessation of operations at the nation’s largest Post Office in 
Chicago, a 13-story, 60 acre facility that was backlogged with over two weeks worth 
of mail. This event led to the creation of the President’s Commission on Postal 
Organization, also known as the Kappel Commission, which was charged with 
determining whether the postal system was capable o f adapting to the expanding 
population and economy. In June 1968, the Kappel Commission concluded that the 
postal system needed to be reorganized to remain viable. More specifically, the 
commission recommended that the Postal Service be replaced by a corporation owned
Background and Context 11 
by the federal government (The President's Commission on Postal Organization,
1968).
At that time, the postal unions were opposed to any reorganization o f the Post 
Office, but President Nixon made compensation increases for postal employees 
contingent on Congress passing a bill to reorganize the Postal Service. This led to a 
strike by USPS employees in 1970 in which over 200,000 employees participated in a 
nine day work stoppage. At the time, this was the largest strike by federal employees 
in U.S. history.
In August o f 1970, Congress passed the Postal Reorganization Act, which 
followed the recommendation of the Kappel Commission to establish the Postal 
Service as an independent entity charged with providing “prompt, reliable, and 
efficient mail service to the entire United States” (section 101, f  a). This act also 
instituted a labor relations framework that resembled those in private industries, where 
collective bargaining over compensation, working conditions, and formal grievance 
procedures was established, and regulated by the National Labor Relations Board. 
However, there are four important differences in labor relations in the Postal Service 
from labor relation systems in private corporations; (1) union membership is 
voluntary, (2) strikes are prohibited, (3) disagreements on collective bargaining are 
resolved with binding arbitration, and (4) associations that represent supervisors and 
management are consulted in decisions affecting them, although they do not have 
power to engage in collective bargaining (GAO, 1994b).
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Labor-Management Problems at the USPS as o f 1994
At the national level, one indicator of the poor relationship between labor and 
management at the USPS has been the inability to resolve bargaining deadlocks 
without the assistance of an external arbitrator (GAO, 1994a; GAO, 1994b). National 
contracts are usually negotiated every three or four years, with three (1978, 1984, and 
1990) o f the last five contracts (as o f 1990) requiring interest arbitration. Interest 
arbitration is a process where an independent third party resolves disputes in the labor 
contract between the union and management. For the 1990 negotiations, it took three 
years and two arbitration hearings to resolve all the disagreements. The issues of 
disagreement also seem to reappear at each negotiation, with the unions demanding 
increases in compensation and job security and management seeking flexibility in 
employment practices (GAO, 1994b).
Another indicator of the poor labor relations that existed at the Postal Service 
is the large number o f grievances that were filed and appealed, which both unions and 
management agreed was a problem. A grievance, as defined by the collective 
bargaining agreement, is “a dispute, difference, disagreement, or complaint between 
the parties related to wages, hours, and conditions of employment” (GAO, 1994b, p. 
32). Grievances are handled through either a 4 or 5 (for those involving interpretation 
o f the national agreement) step process. The last step for any grievance is binding 
arbitration, where the decision by an independent third party after considering the facts 
o f a grievance case must be accepted by all parties involved. As of 1993, the inability 
o f management and the unions to resolve grievances before reaching arbitration has
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caused anywhere from a 228 day backlog in one region to nearly a 2 year wait in 
another region (GAO, 1994a, 1994c). In contrast, only 1,000 grievances were not 
resolved at the plant level for the 800,000 members o f the United Auto Workers 
(Stamps, 1996).
The high volume of grievances was costly to the USPS. The estimated cost for 
processing grievances in 1992 was $197 million and more than $253 million in 1993 
(GAO, 1994b). The inefficiency o f the system also could have had a negative effect on 
employee attitudes, such that they may have perceived this avenue for voice as being 
essentially ineffective (Cappelli & Chauvin, 1991; Klaas, 1989; Klaas, Heneman, & 
Olson, 1991). The perceived loss o f voice may have lead to counterproductive 
behaviors, such as increased turnover and absenteeism, and lead to reduced work 
effort. The Postal Service management blamed the high number of grievances on the 
unions’ desire to bring attention to a particular issue and to demonstrate that the union 
was “working” for the employees. The unions believed that the backlog existed 
because management at lower levels was unwilling to settle disputes and just “passed 
the buck” (Brooks, 2001; GAO, 1994b).
Another reason for the poor state o f labor-management relations had to do with 
the autocratic organizational culture, acknowledged by both the unions and top Postal 
Service management (GAO, 1994a, 1994b, 1994c). This culture was manifested by an 
authoritarian management style that had been cultivated and maintained through the 
Postal Service’s history. In fact, the management style o f the USPS has often been 
compared to the rigid, hierarchical style of the military (Anonymous, 1993). New
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supervisors tended to treat employees the way they were treated, which usually
involved motivating employees via punitive actions and an almost exclusive focus on
meeting the “numbers” rather than human relations. This was further reinforced by the
lack of training in human relations skills when employees became supervisors
(Stamps, 1996; GAO, 1994b).
The physical and economic environment o f these facilities also contributed to 
the maintenance o f an autocratic culture (GAO, 1994c). Many supervisors claimed 
that the high noise levels at the mail processing plants required them to raise their 
voices to communicate to their employees. Supervisors also stated that there was 
limited time to meet with employees about their concerns because o f the time- 
sensitive nature o f the work (GAO, 1994c).
To better understand the strengths and weaknesses of the Postal Service as 
viewed by employees, the USPS sponsored a questionnaire known as the employee 
opinion survey (EOS), which was intended to be given every year, beginning in 1992. 
The USPS intended to use this information to identify sources o f labor-management 
problems and formulate solutions to deal with those problems. In 1992, over 586,000 
employees returned the questionnaire for an overall response rate o f 80%. In general, 
the results indicated that employees were satisfied with their compensation and were 
proud to work for the Postal Service, but were dissatisfied by the way they were 
treated by management (GAO, 1994b, 1994c). More specifically, the EOS of 1992
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indicated that employees had less than 25% favorable ratings (combined very 
good/good) on the following five items from the EOS index1:
Postal service management...
1) Treats employees with respect and dignity. (21%)
2) Takes employee interests into account when making important decisions.
(13%)
3) Listens to your problems, complaints, and ideas. (16%)
4) Does something about your problems, complaints and ideas. (16%)
5) When things go well on the job, how often is your contribution recognized. 
(13%)
Further, the results indicated that the mail processing division had much less favorable 
ratings o f the Postal Service management than the customer service division, and that 
craft employees were less positive than non-craft employees (GAO, 1994b).
An analysis o f labor-management relations at the mail processing plants by the 
United States General Accounting Office (GAO, 1994a, 1994b, 1994c) found that 
there were three main sources of dissatisfaction: (1) accountability o f employee 
performance, (2) reactions of management to employee absences, and (3) lack of 
employee participation in determining how to carry out their work. Failure to hold 
poor performing employees accountable was cited by both employees and supervisors 
as a source o f tension between management and labor. Most employees (83%) 
believed that “some do most of the work while others do just enough to get by” (GAO,
1 This index is the mean o f select items that the Postal Service believes is under the control o f unit
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1994b, p. 64). Many supervisors reported that it was almost impossible for them to fire 
an ineffective employee. Since there was no formal performance appraisal process for 
employees, supervisors had to resort to taking disciplinary action to address poor 
performance. However, there was almost always a grievance filed for every 
disciplinary action, causing many cases to be overturned at higher levels o f the 
grievance process to avoid arbitration costs. Interestingly, the GAO report o f the EOS 
results stated that employees seemed to resent management’s lack of action against 
poor performers, in that they felt that the retention of poor performers created more 
work for everyone else and decreased workplace safety, which in turn caused 
employees much stress. Employees also believed that the Postal Service tolerated poor 
performance from supervisors (GAO, 1994b; GAO, 1994c). Finally, according to the 
GAO report on the EOS, employees believed that they were not rewarded for good 
performance. In fact, a majority believed that performing well just led to more work. 
They also did not view promotional opportunities as a performance reward because 
the most important criteria for advancement in the Postal Service is seniority.
Despite the fact that mail processing operations are highly automated, adequate 
staffing is critical for the machines to operate effectively. Thus, employee absences 
can have a detrimental effect on the ability o f the Postal Service to process and deliver 
mail in a timely manner. Because of the pressure for management at these facilities to 
meet schedule requirements, supervisors were overly strict and harsh with employees 
who took unscheduled leave, even though the reasons for the leave may have been
management. The results were used as part of assessing management performance.
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legitimate. In fact, most grievances filed by employees dealt with attendance related
issues. This behavior by supervisors had a negative effect on employee morale and
reinforced a perception by employees that management did not care about them
(GAO, 1994b).
Another source o f the poor labor-management relations at mail processing
facilities was the perception shared by many employees, as indicated by the EOS and
the findings of the GAO report, that management did not value employee input in how
employees performed their work and that supervisors did not treat employees with
dignity and respect. According to interviews with management and supervisors, some
acknowledged that there were supervisors with inadequate social skills who have
embarrassed employees by correcting them, or even belittling them in front o f their
peers. Some of the comments made by employees and supervisors on the 1992 EOS
survey illustrate these concerns (as cited in GAO, 1994b):
As a supervisor.. .1 felt that middle management.. .wanted line supervisors to 
harass employees and initiate discipline even when they knew it was not in 
compliance with the National Agreement.
Management seems to be more concerned with harassing and disciplining 
employees than with actually accomplishing the real objectives o f the Postal 
Service.
Management has a “black-list” of employees they don’t like and go out of their 
way to make life hard for these people. These “examples” o f what can be done to 
“bad” employees may keep the rest o f us in line but they destroy morale.
Management fails to treat employees with dignity, not giving employees respect 
and consideration. Employees feel that there is no concern for their working 
conditions or morale. They are not given credit, only criticism...
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These issues also surfaced in the 1993 postal violence focus group meetings.
These meetings were a forum for employees to express their concerns and feelings on
workplace safety following the shootings at postal installations in Dearborn, MI and
Dana Point, CA. Further, the GAO (1994a, 1994b) found communication between
employees and supervisors to be extremely poor. Supervisors viewed most employees
as not taking their work seriously and believed that employees did not feel responsible
for their work. However, employees felt they should be given more input since they
were most familiar with how to solve the work problems in their area. Here are some
of the employee comments from the 1992 EOS on this issue (as cited in GAO, 1994b):
Employees are micro-managed to the point that they lose interest in doing a 
better job or making any decisions.
I feel that upper management has a big ego and that they feel that any 
suggestions by craft are less than desirable.
Employees have ideas, since we do the same work everyday. We know the 
problems of our work area. We should have more input in the running of 
operations.
Supervisors do not accept that tasks can be done differently and still be correct.
Crew Chief Initiative 
Given the potential detrimental impact that poor labor-management relations 
can have on the continued existence of the Postal Service, both management and the 
union recognized that steps needed to be taken to improve relations. One such 
initiative was the crew chief program, which would allow employees to accomplish 
their work with less supervision. This program was first suggested by the APWU 
during the discussions o f the 1990 collective bargaining agreement, as the APWU was
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concerned with the growing ratio of supervisors to clerks and believed that
empowering clerks to reorganize how their work is performed would be one effective
strategy for improving labor relations (Martin, 2001).
The crew chief initiative was developed as a formal pilot program outlined by 
a June 1991 Memorandum of Understanding between the APWU and the USPS 
(Martin, 2001). The crew chiefs were craft employees who were responsible for 
selected duties, usually those which were more interpersonally-based (e.g., delegation 
o f tasks, informal feedback on task performance), that were previously performed, 
albeit poorly from the employees’ perspective, by the supervisor. Crew chiefs were 
also responsible for directing crew members, delegating work assignments, providing 
administrative support, and scheduling overtime. Unlike supervisors, they were 
allowed to work with other employees in accomplishing their work. The crew chief 
initiative was inspired by similar successful programs in some private sector 
organizations, such as American Airlines and Auto Alliance (Mazda) (Babson, 1993; 
1995; Luby, 1995 as cited in Martin, 2001). Proponents o f the crew chief program also 
believed that employees would feel more comfortable taking instructions and 
expressing concerns to a crew chief, who is “one o f them,” rather than supervisors. 
However, supervisors would still be responsible for approving leave and taking 
disciplinary action.
To evaluate this program, the APWU contracted with James E. Martin, Ph.D., 
who is a professor at the School o f Business Administration at Wayne State University 
and is a specialist in labor-relations research. Crew chief trials were established in six
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automated mail Processing and Distribution Centers in various parts o f the country.
Control trials were established at three Processing and Distribution centers. Dr. Martin
and his research team collected data concerning job and supervisory satisfaction,
company and union commitment, role stressors, job strain, and employee perceptions
of supervisors and crew chiefs. Data on these variables were collected at baseline and
one year after implementation at both experimental and control sites, and data on
attitudes toward the crew chief were collected one year after implementation at the
experimental sites. After collecting the Time 2 data from each site, the APWU and
USPS met to “decide whether the program should be expanded, remain at status quo,
or be terminated due to lack of success in relation to the parties' goals of greater
opportunity for craft employees and improved efficiency for the USPS” (Collective
Bargaining Agreement Between APWU, AFL-CIO and USPS, 1991: 138-139 as cited
in Martin, 2001). The details of the procedure for collecting the evaluation data are
presented in Chapter 6.
The USPS provided a research setting that is an appropriate and unique context 
for examining my research questions. The crew chief program was a jointly sponsored 
initiative by the union and management in an effort to end the poor labor relations that 
have plagued the USPS. The quasi-experimental nature o f the research design allowed 
stronger causal inferences to be made on the effectiveness of the crew chief program, 
which is in essence a form of an autonomous, self-managed work team, to improve 
labor relations, job and supervisory satisfaction, company and union commitment. The 
incorporation of variables at the individual and group levels allowed for assessing the
Background and Context 21 
role both levels play in shaping the attitudes of mail processors. Finally, the current 
context allowed for the examination on how effective an empowering form of 
organizational redesign was as an intervention for reducing stress and strain at the 
workplace that resulted from poor relations between labor and management.
The review of the literature is divided into three chapters. Chapter 3 begins 
with a discussion on employee involvement and empowerment, and how these 
concepts form the framework upon which the crew chief program was based. That is, 
the potential benefits o f the crew chief program are believed to arise from giving 
employees more control over their work. The chapter then proceeds to discuss the 
central role immediate supervisors play in employees’ work lives through the quality 
o f their relationships with employees. Chapter 4 focuses on the job attitudes that are 
the outcomes of interest in this study, including job satisfaction, company 
commitment, and union commitment, and explains the reasoning why the crew chief 
program was expected to improve these outcomes. Chapter 5 contains the review of 
the literature on job stress, and discusses the components of the stressor-strain- 
outcome model that comprise the hypotheses for the second aim o f the study. The 
chapter concludes with a discussion of stress interventions and makes the case that the 
crew chief intervention may also be considered a stress intervention at the 
organizational level.
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Chapter 3. Empowerment, Self-Managed Work Teams, and Leader- 
Subordinate Relations
Employee Involvement/Empowerment 
Power is important in organizational life because those who have power are 
more likely to obtain valued outcomes than those with less power (Conger &
Kanungo, 1988). Power is also important for individuals who have a strong internal 
need to control their environment (i.e., internal locus o f control (Rotter, 1966)). When 
employees believe they have inadequate power, they may not be able to perform their 
work as well. If  employees feel that desired outcomes are not a result of their effort 
and behavior, then their work motivation will be reduced (Vroom, 1964). Lowered 
motivation will lead to less effort on the job, which leads to poorer performance. 
Because having a lack of power is undesirable for many employees, they may engage 
in behaviors that increase their levels of perceived power, and some o f those behaviors 
may be detrimental to the organization. For example, employees may take more 
frequent and/or longer breaks during their work shift to increase their perceived 
power. Thus, in an effort to avoid employee performance decrements and avoid 
negative employee behaviors to increase perceived power, many organizations in 
recent years have taken steps to ensure that their employees feel they have adequate 
power to perform their jobs and meet their goals (Conger & Kanungo, 1988).
Empowerment is defined as a “process of enhancing feelings o f self-efficacy 
among organizational members through the identification of conditions that foster 
powerlessness and through their removal by both formal organizational practices and
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by informal techniques of providing efficacy information” (Conger & Kanungo, 1988, 
p 474). The primary goals o f empowerment programs are usually to simultaneously 
increase decision making at lower levels o f the organization and enrich employees’ 
lives, which provide benefits to both the employee and the organization (Elmuti, 1997; 
Leana, Ahlbrandt, & Murrell, 1992; Liden, Wayne, & Sparrowe, 2000). Employee 
involvement initiatives are an important means that organizations use to increase 
empowerment.
Employee involvement initiatives aim to increase the sharing of power 
between management and employees (Spreitzer & Kizilos, 1997). Involving 
employees in making work decisions usually made by management is intrinsically 
rewarding to employees in that it engenders a sense o f ownership o f the employees’ 
work, provides employees with opportunities to better understand and improve their 
work, and allows employees to better understand management’s perspective on 
business operations (Leana et al., 1992; Miller & Monge, 1986). Employee 
involvement programs have been found to have a positive effect on employee job 
satisfaction and performance (Alutto & Acito, 1974; Cotton, Vollrath, Froggatt, 
Lengnick-Hall, & Jennings, 1988; Graham & Verma, 1991; Miller & Monge, 1986; 
Pun, Chin, & Gill, 2001; Wagner, 1994; Wagner & Gooding, 1987). Because of its 
potential benefits, many organizations now use some form of employee involvement 
(Lawler, Mohrman, & Ledford, 1992 as cited in Tesluk, Vance, & Mathieu, 1999).
The context at the time the USPS was considering change made the USPS a 
good candidate for the implementation o f employee involvement programs to increase
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empowerment. Block (1987) argued that bureaucratic organizations with an 
authoritarian culture like the USPS inherently foster powerlessness. This occurs 
because these organizations are less likely to provide employees with control and 
discretion about how they perform their work and are more likely to create 
dependency on management for achieving desired goals. Not surprisingly, these 
contexts are ripe for adversarial relations between labor and management, where labor 
attempts to gain power and control through contentious collective bargaining 
negotiations. Thus, by empowering employees, the USPS should benefit by easing 
tensions between labor and management by sharing power with employees, which will 
hopefully in turn establish a more cooperative culture to meet future environmental 
demands.
Teamwork and Empowerment
Teamwork is one o f the more commonly used interventions for improving 
group performance in organizations (Guzzo & Dickson, 1996; Porras & Berg, 1978). 
One form of teamwork that is based on employee involvement is the use o f self­
directed, or self-managed, work teams (Elmuti, 1997; Kirkman & Shapiro, 2001; 
Randolph, 2000). Self-managed work teams (SMWT) usually take over traditional 
supervisory processes such as planning, organizing, directing, and staffing (Kirkman 
& Shapiro, 2001; Kulisch & Banner, 1993) and represents an effective form of 
participative management (Harris, 1992). SMWT allows the team, rather than one 
supervisor, to deal with the problems encountered during work (Harris, 1992).
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Although the use of self-directed teams is currently very popular and on the 
rise, there is relatively little empirical knowledge concerning the effects o f these teams 
on employee attitudes (Elmuti, 1997). Also, much of the research on employee 
involvement has not been conducted in the public sector (Kahnweiler & Thompson,
2000). Thus, one o f the purposes o f this study is to contribute to the literature in these 
important areas.
Based on his review o f the literature on SMWTs, Harris (1992) concluded that 
there are seven consistent benefits of SMWTs when implemented properly. First, 
SMWTs lead to an improvement in work methods. Employees can use their extensive 
knowledge o f the job to develop more productive and safer ways to accomplish their 
work. Second, SMWTs lead to the increased attraction and retention of quality 
employees. Potential employees will be more likely to accept a position and current 
employees are more likely to stay when autonomy is high, based on the assumption 
that employees prefer to work in an autonomous work environment. Third, 
implementing SMWTs results in increased staffing flexibility. This occurs because 
SMWTs usually involve the cross training of team members on other members’ tasks 
and duties. In the case of the USPS, flexibility is achieved by rotating crew members 
to form crews that meet the daily needs of the processing facility. Fourth and fifth, 
service and product quality and productivity improve as a result o f improved work 
methods discussed above and increased work motivation to perform well. Sixth, 
SMWTs results in better decision-making. This is based on the assumption that 
employees who have the most job knowledge have better information on which to
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base work decisions on compared to supervisors who are not as familiar with actual 
operations. Finally, with SMWTs there is a reduced need of supervision and staff 
support. This is because teams manage themselves by taking on many of the 
traditional duties of the supervisor and support staff, and thus there is less need for 
these formal positions.
Evidence for SMWT’s Positive Effects on Organizational Effectiveness and Employee 
Quality o f Work Life
Whirlpool implemented a SMWT initiative similar to that o f the USPS’s crew 
chief program at Whirlpool’s factory in Oxford, Mississippi, such that teams were 
responsible for performing their work without direct supervision. The 445 employees 
at the Whirlpool plant were organized into teams of ten to fifteen people. Each team 
assigned a leader for each o f the following five areas: (1) overall policy and 
procedures for the group, (2) hiring and disciplining o f peers, (3) maintaining the work 
area, (4) tracking team finances and other logistical concerns, and (5) monitoring 
production. The unit manager was responsible for approving the dismissal of 
employees. Unlike the USPS’s crew chief program, the front line supervisor position 
at the Whirlpool plant was eliminated. Four former supervisors were retained as team 
trainers for the plant. Since implementing the program, Whirlpool has reported that its 
teams consistently find more efficient ways of operating (Sandelands, 1994).
As discussed above, the number of grievances filed by USPS employees 
represented a tremendous cost and continuing source of conflict. One of the goals of 
the crew chief program was to reduce the number o f grievances filed, and there was
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precedence for the expectation that the crew chief program would be successful in this 
regard. For example, Harris (1992) reported that after seven years of using SMWTs, 
General Motors realized a reduction in grievances from 2,000 a year to just 32!
Moses and Stahelski (1999) conducted a study to determine whether the 
implementation of problem solving teams, which usually consist o f voluntary 
members whose primary goal is to study and recommend solutions to problems 
affecting their work, would improve objective productivity at a large aluminum 
manufacturing plant. Similar to the design of the crew chief program, these teams 
were led by one of the employees who also had supervisory responsibilities on the 
factory floor. Using a single group, reversal design, with 1982 to 1986 data as the 
initial baseline (no teams), 1988 to mid-1993 as the initial implementation period 
(teams), m id-1993 to mid-1994 as the withdrawal o f teams as a result o f budgetary 
constraints (no teams), and mid-1994 to 1997 as a continuation o f teams, the authors 
found significant improvements in five different measures of productivity in the two 
time periods that used teams compared to that o f the initial time periods before the 
existence o f teams, even after ruling out the effects o f technology, the fluctuating price 
o f finished aluminum during the study period, and differences in the number of 
employees throughout the study period. The authors did not find significant 
differences between the withdrawal period and the time periods that had teams. The 
authors explain this finding by suggesting that the team mentality became embedded 
in the culture. In fact, the authors revealed that many of the teams continued to meet 
informally during the withdrawal period. Although other confounds may exist given
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that there was no control group, the results of this study demonstrate that self-directed 
teams not only have a positive impact on employee attitudes, but can also have a 
positive effect on objective indicators of performance.
In another study that examined the effects o f SMWTs on productivity, Wellins 
(1995) reported that Texas Instruments realized a 50% decrease in product cycle time, 
a 60% reduction in waste, and a 30% increase in productivity after implementing 
SMWTs. Researchers also have found SMWTs to be positively associated with job 
satisfaction (Cordery, Mueller, & Smith, 1991; Wall, Kemp, Jackson, & Clegg, 1986), 
organizational commitment (Cordery et al., 1991), and performance (S. G. Cohen & 
Ledford, 1994). In sum, much o f the research on SMWTs has shown that SMWTs are 
associated with positive organizational outcomes.
Belanger, Edwards, and Wright (2003) reported a case study examining the 
impact o f the implementation of a teamwork initiative at a Canadian aluminum 
smelter. The situation at this facility was similar to that o f the USPS in that the 
initiative had the support o f the union and management, took place in a factory setting, 
and involved a move away from a traditional command and control hierarchy. 
Although the initiative differs from the crew chief program in that there was no 
assigned team leader, the fact that the team was given increases responsibility for 
making production related decisions is a key similarity. The following discusses some 
o f the findings from the Belanger et al. (2003) study that shed light on why the crew 
chief initiative is likely to be successful at the USPS.
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When employees o f the plant in the study discussed above were asked whether 
the absence of supervision had any drawbacks, many reported that it was not a 
problem and exclaimed that they [the employees] “know what needs to be done!” 
(Belanger et al., 2003, p. 242). Belanger et al. also suggested that the introduction of 
modem process technology to the plant contributed to the success o f the program 
because o f the high degree o f automation and the information provided by the 
systems. In effect, employees became the “supervisors” by monitoring the machine 
“workers,” and supervisors relied on the data generated by the systems for 
productivity and other work-related information. The implementation o f self-directed 
teamwork at this plant shifted managerial control from the level of work execution to a 
higher level o f conceptualization and monitoring o f production (Belanger et al., 2003). 
The environment of the USPS was similar in this regard in that it had modernized its 
machines for sorting and processing mail, thus increasing the degree of automation.
Belanger et al. (2003) also concluded that the union played a key role in the 
plant’s success in using self-directed teams. By comparing their study with other 
similar studies, they concluded that plants with union support were more likely to 
succeed in using teams. In the present research, the APWU was a strong supporter and 
originator of the crew chief program. Thus, I expected the APWU’s support o f the 
crew chief program would increase the probability that the crew chief program would 
be successful.
Another important finding of the Belanger et al. (2003) study that informs the 
present research concerns work team members’ attitudes toward their newly assigned
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responsibilities. Work team members were dissatisfied with the more administrative 
duties, such as following up with health and safety regulation reports and 
administering a limited budget. They continued to view these as managerial 
responsibilities and were more interested in those activities that were directly related 
to their work. In the present study, crew chiefs were responsible for the day-to-day 
operations and interpersonal issues on the workroom floor, while supervisors 
maintained responsibility o f administrative and disciplinary duties. In summary, 
Belanger et al. (2003) highlighted what appeared to be some fundamental 
characteristics for a successful empowerment intervention. Providing employees with 
the ability to determine how the work is done while leaving the responsibility of 
administrative decisions to management, as well as having strong union support, are 
key ingredients for a meaningful empowerment initiative. These characteristics are 
also present in the USPS crew chief program. Belanger et al.’s findings, along with the 
strong similarity in the context of the plants that they studied and that of the USPS, 
suggests that the crew chief program should have been successful in positively 
affecting outcomes.
According to the results o f a survey o f team members and managers in 
organizations that use self-managed work teams conducted by the Association of 
Quality and Participation, Development Dimensions International, and Industry Week, 
Kulisch and Banner (1993) reported that the top three benefits indicated by team 
members were increased team involvement and performance, sense o f ownership over 
their work, and commitment to their work. Participating managers reported that self­
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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managed work teams resulted in improved quality, productivity, and morale. Barriers 
to team success included lack of training, incompatible human resource systems (e.g., 
compensation for individual performance in a team environment), and lack of union 
support.
In summary, previous research demonstrates that SMWT’s should not be 
regarded as just another management “fad,” as this form of teamwork has delivered 
consistent benefits to both organizations and employees in contexts that resemble the 
USPS setting. However, the crew chief program is not a “pure” form of SMWT. A 
pure SMWT is by definition leaderless, in that the group as a whole is responsible for 
making all operational and administrative decisions. In the crew chief program, teams 
are led by a designated leader, the crew chief. Thus, only crew chiefs, and not other 
mail processors, can be considered directly empowered, whereas with a SMWT all 
team members are directly empowered. It is important to note that in my review of the 
literature on SMWTs that leaderless SMWTs seemed to be the exception rather than 
the rule. Most o f the studies that empirically examined SMWTs were SMWTs with a 
designated leader and/or coordinator, and are noted in my discussion o f the relevant 
studies in this chapter. The SMWTs employed in much of the research reviewed and 
the USPS crews share many characteristics that are central to creating a sense of 
empowerment in employees. Thus, the crew chief program should deliver many of the 
same benefits as SMWT's have in other organizations.
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The Role o f Formal Supervisors in SMWT and the Importance o f Supervisor Support
Supervisory effectiveness is critical in large, complex organizations 
(Donaldson & Hilmer, 1998). When implementing empowerment initiatives that lead 
to a reduction in the number of managers or the scope of managerial authority, 
organizations must be careful to not undermine supervisory effectiveness (Elmuti, 
1997). Organizations that become too flat can lose the ability to grow effectively 
because the increased number o f tasks and duties required by employees may induce 
employees to be overly concerned with the issues o f the present rather than planning 
for the future (Donaldson & Hilmer, 1998). Thus, it is important to balance tactical 
responsibilities of day-to-day operations with the strategic responsibilities of how 
operations should proceed in the future.
Considering the time sensitive nature o f the USPS’s services and personnel 
requirements for maintaining its operations, it was important that current supervisory 
positions were not eliminated. Crew chiefs were still required to process mail while 
they performed their supervisory duties. Taking on the full spectrum of supervisory 
duties would have prevented crew chiefs from processing mail effectively. In fact, the 
crew chief program allowed supervisors to focus more attention on administrative 
matters, which hopefully led to increased productivity in this area. Crew chiefs were 
expected to focus on the interpersonal aspects and day-to-day management on how the 
work was performed. In fact, the separation of these broad duties into specialized 
positions was implemented to prevent the potential problem of crew chiefs feeling 
pressured to avoid dealing with punitive administrative decisions, such as terminating
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an employee. This separation also should have preserved the autonomy of 
nonsupervisory employees by eliminating the threat of a co-opting o f the union by 
management (Davis & West, 1979). That is, mail processors should have been less 
likely to perceive crew chiefs as part o f management if crew chiefs were not involved 
with making administrative decisions, particularly those with negative consequences. 
This strategy of partitioning the responsibility for operations on the work floor from 
administrative duties should have allowed the work group to be empowered while at 
the same time preserving a management structure that maintained the boundary 
conditions for these self-directed teams. The crew chiefs and mail processors were 
empowered because they were allowed to make decisions regarding day-to-day 
operations while supervisors were responsible for aligning the overall goals o f the 
crews with the USPS and administrative decisions regarding crew chiefs and mail 
processors. This division o f supervisory labor has been found to be desirable by 
employees in a similar setting, as is evident in the findings of Belanger et al. (2003) 
study discussed previously. However, it is still important to acknowledge that with the 
introduction o f any team system, supervision necessarily plays a lesser role (Kerr, Hill, 
& Broedling, 1986).
Supervisor support is key to the successful implementation of employee 
involvement programs such as SMWTs. Pun et al. (2001) found management’s 
commitment to employee involvement programs to be a critical factor in the 
successful adoption o f employee involvement. Thus, it is critical that supervisors not 
perceive that they will no longer be useful and potentially let go, or that they will lose
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all of their power and status in the organization (Kulisch & Banner, 1993; Pun et al.,
2001). In fact, resistance from middle management is one of the most commonly cited 
impediments to successfully implementing employee involvement programs (Klein, 
1984; Lawler & Mohrman, 1987). For example, Klein (1984), reporting data from 139 
first-line supervisors at eight manufacturing plants, found that 72% of supervisors 
believed that employee involvement programs were beneficial to the company and 
60% of supervisors believed that the programs benefited employees, while only 31% 
of supervisors believed that these programs would benefit supervisors themselves. 
There is much potential for supervisor resistance to have occurred at the USPS 
because the association representing the interests of middle management viewed the 
initiative as a threat to supervisors’ job security. Thus, it was important to 
communicate that although crew chiefs would assume some supervisory 
responsibilities, it was a separate position with a different focus and presented no 
threat to supervisors’ job security.
Another important factor for the success of empowerment efforts is 
management’s willingness to share power (Gomez & Rosen, 2001). The willingness to 
share power sends a message to employees that management is willing to trust them, 
which can initiate a positive feedback loop that further increases trust between 
management and employees. This sharing o f power, as discussed previously, should 
also provide supervisors with more time to focus on strategic tasks.
2 As discussed in the previous chapter, these associations perform similar functions to unions except 
that the association cannot engage in collective bargaining.
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Employee Involvement Programs and Organizational Climate
Although all employees at the experimental sites in the proposed study 
participated in this empowerment initiative, individual employees’ motivation and 
interest are important factors to the success of the program. Uninterested employees 
may be more difficult to deal with in a team setting, in that they may not be interested 
in assuming more responsibility, thus forcing interested employees to bear more o f the 
load. Another possibility is that employees may view the intervention as yet another 
“fad” that will come and go (Elmuti, 1997). However, some research suggests that 
there is strong interest in participation initiatives by workers in blue collar industries 
(Kochan, Katz, & Mower, 1984). For instance, in a study using a representative 
sample o f wage and salaried employees across the United States from the 1977 
Quality o f Employment Survey, which collected data on variables such as 
demographic variables, job characteristics, job satisfaction, union support and attitudes 
toward participation, Fenwick and Olson (1986) found union membership explained 
the most variance in participation attitudes. They explained this finding by using what 
they called the “underdog principle” of distributive justice, in that those with the least 
amount o f resources are more likely to support initiatives that equalize the distribution 
o f power. Since unions represent a model of participation where workers have control, 
members are likely to support organizational changes that expand their control.
Leana et al. (1992) examined the effects o f a worker involvement program on 
organization and union attitudes, comparing employees who participated, did not 
participate, and who did not participate but would like to participate in the future.
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Interestingly, they found that the most positive attitudes, such as job satisfaction, job 
involvement, organizational commitment, and union satisfaction were held by the 
group who did not participate but wanted to participate in the future. This suggests that 
it may be interest in the program, rather than actual participation, that is important for 
understanding differences in company and union attitudes (Leana et al., 1992). Also, 
participants in the program did not believe that their perceived influence in decision 
making increased as a result o f the program, implying that the program may not have 
achieved its intended effects. Similarly, Fields and Thacker (1992) found a moderator 
effect that provides evidence for the effects of employee perceived effectiveness of the 
initiative, such that they found positive effects for participation initiatives when 
participants believed the program “worked.”
Leana et al. were not able to ascertain whether there were differences across 
time among the three groups, as data were collected at only one time point after 
program implementation. Without baseline data, it is impossible to ascertain whether 
the groups were similar in job attitudes before program implementation; thus, it is 
unknown whether the program actually changed employee attitudes. The proposed 
study differs from Leana et al.’s study in that participation was only voluntary if one 
wanted to become a crew chief, but not in choosing whether to be part of a work team 
that involved a crew chief.
Shadur, Kienzle, and Rodwell (1999) found that a supportive organizational 
climate was positively related to employee perceptions o f involvement, even after 
controlling for organizational commitment, perceptions o f stress, and job satisfaction.
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The effects held across three different types of participation: degree of decision 
making, teamwork, and communications. The authors concluded that the culture and 
climate o f the organization need to be taken into account when designing and 
implementing interventions to increase employee involvement. More supportive 
environments are more likely to foster perceptions o f involvement. The crew chief 
program seeks to change the climate by providing more interpersonal support to 
employees via the crew chief. Also, support for the initiative from the supervisor is 
important for the success o f this intervention given that as agents o f the organization, 
supervisors convey to employees the degree of support for change by the larger 
organization (Kozlowski & Doherty, 1989).
A qualitative study by Valias (2003) also supports the importance of the 
climate being commensurate with the change initiative in order for change to be 
successful. Valias (2003) investigated the impact of the implementation of a SMWT 
initiative at four manufacturing plants in the 1990’s. The myopic focus on the 
production outcomes by management at these plants resulted in a climate that was 
incompatible with the use o f SMWTs. For example, management’s focus on 
standardization did not allow teams to make decisions independent o f standard 
operating procedures. Because of this incompatibility, labor-management relations at 
these plants continued to be strained after the initiative was implemented as workers 
felt frustrated and betrayed, and the promised benefits o f the SMWTs never 
materialized. However, it is worth noting that one plant was successful; this plant had 
more autonomy from central corporate control and allowed participation by the union.
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The union found that its participation actually led to greater employee involvement in 
union affairs, and management felt that the program was successful in rebuilding 
worker trust. The results o f this study not only demonstrate that the climate needs to 
be commensurate with the nature of the intervention, but that participation by the 
union may be important to the success of organizational change initiatives. This will 
be discussed in more detail in the next chapter.
Tesluk et al. (1999) took a systems approach in examining the effects of 
climate on perceptions of participatory involvement. The setting o f their research was 
a state department of transportation with 12,000 employees, organized into to 11 
districts and 88 units. Data were collected at each o f these three levels: individual (n = 
483), unit (n = 88), and district (n = 11). The authors examined the cross-level effects 
of higher-level attitudes toward participation on outcomes such as job satisfaction and 
organizational commitment. What the authors found amounts to a cascading effect of 
support, such that support at the district level was associated with support for 
employee involvement at the unit level. The authors also found district climate to be 
positively related to organizational commitment, even after controlling for unit 
climate, and found unit climate to be positively related to job satisfaction, even after 
controlling for district climate. Both unit and district climate were uniquely predictive 
o f employee participation in program activities. Tesluk et al. also found an interaction 
effect such that employees were most active when they were in highly supportive units 
in highly supportive districts. Interactions of unit climate with district climate were 
also found for predicting extrinsic job satisfaction and the belief that organization
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improvements were possible, such that a participative district climate buffered the 
effect o f a poor unit climate on these outcomes. Thus, the overall results o f this study 
demonstrate the importance o f taking into account variables at multiple levels of 
analysis, as this strategy provides a more holistic view o f the impact o f unit climate on 
individual attitudes. Two methodological weaknesses o f this study included the cross- 
sectional nature o f the data and the use o f cross-level multiple regressions to analyze 
the data. Using multiple regression in evaluating variables at multiple levels of 
analysis fails to account for shared error variance within groups, which violates the 
independence of errors assumption required for multiple regression.
In summary, the crew chief program is a form of SMWT, which is a teamwork 
initiative focusing on building employee empowerment. The preceding literature 
review on the impact o f employee involvement programs on valued organizational 
outcomes demonstrated that SMWTs are consistently associated with improved 
employee attitudes and organizational performance. However, the empirical research 
in this area remains sparse, particularly with public sector organizations that are 
usually more bureaucratic and employ individuals who have different characteristics 
than their counterparts in the private sector.
The current study contributes to this literature by evaluating the impact o f the 
crew chief program on outcomes of value to the organization and employees. In this 
section, I described the unique aspects of the crew chief program compared to other 
SMWT initiatives, most importantly the retention of the formal supervisor that has 
authority over administrative decisions. My review o f the literature in this area
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suggests that retaining supervisors should have facilitated the implementation o f the 
crew chief program by allowing crew chiefs to focus on the more interpersonal and 
operational aspects of supervisory responsibilities. Finally, I reviewed the literature 
concerning the contexts in which employee involvement initiatives take place and 
discussed those characteristics o f the environment at the USPS that are expected to be 
associated with successful implementation of the crew chief program. The remainder 
of this chapter focuses on the process by which the crew chief program is expected to 
affect employee attitudes.
Social Exchange Processes 
Social exchange theory posits that many relationships in life are governed by 
principles o f reciprocity (Blau, 1964). Exchanges that are social in nature are based on 
a trust that gestures of goodwill will be reciprocated at some point in the future. 
Reciprocation occurs because recipients of positive actions experience a sense of 
indebtedness that is aversive and that may be reduced through reciprocation. 
Employees tend to take a long term approach to social exchange relationships at work, 
with the pattern of reciprocity over time determining the perceived balance in 
exchanges (Wayne, Shore, & Liden, 1997). In general, social exchange theory 
suggests that beneficial actions directed at employees by the organization and/or its 
representatives contribute to the establishment of high-quality exchange relationships 
and create obligations for employees to reciprocate in a positive manner. The two 
main ways that social exchange processes have been conceptualized in the literature is
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that between organization and member (perceived organizational support), and 
member and leader (LMX).
Given the hierarchical structure o f most organizations, supervisors represent 
some of the most influential individuals in employees' work lives (Dienesch & Liden, 
1986; Kozlowski & Doherty, 1989). The relationship an employee develops with his 
or her supervisor will determine to a large degree his or her role within his or her work 
unit and organization (Dienesch & Liden, 1986). Deci, Connell, and Ryan (1989) 
argue that the supervisor plays a crucial role in establishing an empowerment climate. 
Thus, it is not surprising that the quality o f the relationship between the supervisor and 
his/her employees has an important impact on employee attitudes and organizational 
outcomes.
Leader-Member Exchange (LMX)
Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) developed out of Vertical Dyad Linkage 
theory (Dansereau, Cashman, & Graen, 1973; Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975) and 
is a departure from the Average Leadership Style (ALS) approach (Dienesch & Liden, 
1986). The ALS approach contends that leaders behave in a consistent manner toward 
all their subordinates, and thus focuses on identifying general patterns o f leader 
behavior and linking them to outcomes. Thus, deviations in employee perceptions of 
leadership style are considered error variance rather than true differences (Dienesch & 
Liden, 1986). The essential premise o f LMX is that leaders develop differential 
relationships with subordinates over time through a series of exchanges. These
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exchanges result in differential relationships such that the leader develops stronger 
relationships with some employees (in-group) than with other employees (out-group) 
(Dansereau et al., 1975). A high-quality LMX relationship consists of mutual trust, 
loyalty, and going beyond the call of duty for the supervisor, while employees in a 
low-quality LMX relationship do the minimum that is required o f them (Brower, 
Schoorman, & Tan, 2000).
Leader-Member Relationship Quality and Supervisor Support
A key tenet o f social exchange theory, which also applies to its derivative 
LMX, is that reciprocity is fundamental to maintaining high-quality relationships 
(Blau, 1964). In LMX relationships, one benefit the leader provides is support. 
Supervisor support is the extent to which supervisors provide encouragement and 
assistance to their subordinates (Griffin, Patterson, & West, 2001). The following 
discussion describes the outcomes of perceived supervisor support and the quality of 
relationships between supervisors and employees found in the literature.
In a panel design study of 314 alumni of a Belgium university employed in a 
variety o f jobs, Eisenberger, Stinglhamber, Vandenberghe, Sucharski, and Rhoades 
(2002) examined the relationships between perceived organizational support and 
perceived supervisor support. Perceived organizational support can be considered the 
organization’s commitment to the employee (Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchison, & 
Sowa, 1986). Perceived organizational support develops from the personification of 
the organization, which is represented by the accumulation over time o f rewards and
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punishments the employee has received from other more powerful organizational 
members (Eisenberger et al., 1986). Eisenberger et al. (2002) found perceived 
supervisor support to be associated with temporal change in perceived organizational 
support, but did not find perceived organizational support to be related to change in 
perceived supervisor support. This suggests that perceived supervisor support 
influences perceived organizational support. In a follow-up study with 493 employees 
o f a large electronics store chain, (Eisenberger et al., 2002) found perceived 
organizational support completely mediated the relationship between perceived 
supervisor support and voluntary turnover. Thus, perceived supervisor support leads to 
increased organizational support, which in turn leads to increased retention of 
employees.
According to LMX theory, the quality of the supervisor-subordinate 
relationship should influence outcomes at the individual, group, and organization 
level. Gerstner and Day (1997) conducted a meta-analysis on 85 studies concerning 
the correlates o f LMX. Overall, the results suggest that having a high-quality 
relationship with one’s supervisor positively affects the entire work experience, 
including performance and affective outcomes. More specifically, Gerstner and Day 
found the quality o f leader-member relations to correlate with performance ratings of 
the subordinate (r = .30), satisfaction with supervision (r = .71), job satisfaction (r = 
.50), organizational commitment (r -  .42), role clarity (r = .43), and role conflict (r = - 
.31). The quality o f the leader-member relationship has also been positively associated
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with organizational citizenship behaviors (Deluga, 1994; Townsend, Phillips, &
Elkins, 2000).
It is important to realize that there can be negative consequences associated 
with low-quality relationships between leaders and subordinates. That is, not only does 
low-quality leader-member relationships lead to an absence o f positive outcomes, but 
can also lead to the development o f negative behaviors such as retaliatory behaviors 
(Skarlicki & Folger, 1997). In fact, Townsend et al. (2000) found individuals who 
reported lower quality leader-member relationships to be more likely to report that 
they engaged in retaliatory behaviors toward the organization. Thus, developing and 
maintaining high-quality leader-member relationships is not only important for 
promoting positive outcomes, but also to avoid negative consequences.
The Importance o f Trust
Trust is an essential component to the development of high-quality 
relationships between leaders and subordinates (Bauer & Green, 1996; Brower et al., 
2000; Schriesheim, Castro, & Cogliser, 1999). According to Blau (1964), a major 
distinction between social exchange relationships and economic exchange 
relationships is that the former entails “unspecified obligations” (p. 93). An economic 
exchange relationship makes explicit the terms o f the contract that both parties agree 
to honor. In contrast, social exchange is based on expectations of a future return that is 
not necessarily predetermined in advance. Economic exchanges do not require trust, 
since the contract is explicit and can be enforced by a third party to ensure that all
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obligations are met. For social exchange relationships, such as LMX relationships, 
trust is critical given the unspecified nature o f future reciprocation. That is, it is not 
entirely clear when and how the benefits o f one’s actions will be reciprocated in the 
future. When employees’ trust in the leader is strong, they are more likely to exert 
effort on behalf o f the leader because they believe that their effort will be rewarded in 
the future. If  trust is minimal, employees are likely to focus on the economic exchange 
aspects of their relationship by providing the minimum effort necessary to accomplish 
their tasks because o f the uncertainty that more effort will be rewarded. Trust in one’s 
supervisor has been found to be more strongly related to performance, intentions to 
quit, and job satisfaction than trust in leadership at higher levels (Dirks & Ferrin,
2002). Trust has also been linked to an employee’s satisfaction with their supervisor 
(Butler, Cantrell, & Flick, 1999). Thus, trust must be present for employees to develop 
high-quality relationships with their leaders. The following studies demonstrate the 
importance of supervisor trust for leader-member relationship quality and its direct 
effects on outcomes.
In a study o f 412 staff nurses, Laschinger et al. (2001) found trust to be 
positively related to job satisfaction, affective commitment, and perceptions of 
workplace empowerment. Although not specifically tested, the model they present of 
the relationships among these three constructs suggests that trust partially mediates the 
relationship between workplace empowerment and organization commitment and the 
relationship between workplace empowerment and job satisfaction.
Empowerment 46
In a study examining changes in employee perceptions during an
organizational change initiative, Weber and Weber (2001) found perceptions of 
employee involvement to be positively related to trust in management. The authors 
also collected longitudinal data before and after (6 months from baseline) the 
implementation o f a quality management initiative that contained an employee 
participative component. They found perceptions o f management trust increased from 
Time 1 to Time 2. Study data were obtained from a public organization that was 
similar in structure; a fire department that was described as bureaucratic and 
paramilitary in nature. Unfortunately, the study did not employ a control group, 
reducing confidence that it was the change effort that led to increased trust.
Gomez and Rosen (2001) conducted a study among 128 employee-manager 
dyads across 13 organizations to examine the role LMX plays between the managerial 
trust-employee perceptions o f empowerment relationship. A strength o f their study 
was the use of managers as the source o f data on trust perceptions and employees as 
the sources for LMX and empowerment perceptions, thus reducing the potential for 
the confounding o f results with common-method variance. The authors found that 
employees who report higher quality exchanges also were more likely to experience 
psychological empowerment. They also found that employees who were more strongly 
trusted by their managers were more likely to report a better quality exchange with 
their managers. Further, Gomez and Rosen (2001) found that the quality o f the leader- 
member relationship completely mediated the relationship between managerial trust 
and perceptions of empowerment.
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Liden et al. (2000) conducted a study examining the relationships among job 
characteristics, LMX, team-member exchange (TMX), empowerment, organizational 
commitment, job satisfaction, and job performance. Their main hypothesis was that 
empowerment would mediate the relationship between the interpersonal relationship 
variables (TMX and LMX) and job characteristics and work outcomes. Data for this 
study were collected from 337 employees and supervisors who were members of 60 
intact groups o f an organization that recently implemented an intervention similar to 
the crew chief intervention. The organization attempted to increase the level of 
empowerment by delegating certain supervisory duties, such as determining work 
assignments, to work groups. However, like the crew chief program, these work 
groups were not true self-managed teams, as supervisors remained and were 
responsible for human resource decisions.
Liden et al. found empowerment to be positively related to each o f the 
outcome variables, even after controlling for job characteristics and the interpersonal 
relationship variables. However, they only found support for complete mediation 
effects between job characteristics and organizational commitment and partial 
mediation effects between job characteristics and work satisfaction. They did not find 
any significant relationships between TMX and any o f the empowerment dimensions, 
and found two of the four empowerment dimensions to be positively related to LMX. 
LMX and TMX were positively related to organizational commitment and TMX was 
positively related to performance, even after controlling for job characteristics and 
empowerment. This suggests that LMX and TMX exert their positive effects on work
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outcomes via their effect on empowerment, and the results support that positive 
interpersonal relationships at work as well as improvements in empowerment 
contribute uniquely to improving important organizational outcomes.
Liden et al. (2000) also suggest that the three most critical elements o f leader- 
member relations are the degree o f emotional support provided by the leader, the level 
of decision-making authority the employee has, and amount of task challenge given to 
the employee. The implementation o f the crew chief program should directly enhance 
perceptions o f the latter two, given that the position o f crew chief provides increased 
task challenge and decision making authority to the crew chief, although not 
necessarily to the mail processors. As for the implications for mail processors, crew 
chiefs may be more likely to provide their crew members with more decision making 
latitude than supervisors did and also more likely to provide more emotional support 
to employees than the supervisor provided. This is because crew members and crew 
chiefs should be more likely to identify with and relate to each other given that they 
are more likely to be familiar with each other, that they all work together in the same 
area, whereas supervisors were not allowed to work alongside craft employees and 
have had a history of adversarial relations with craft employees.
Good relationships between supervisors and employees are a potentially 
important precursor to employee empowerment perceptions. Empowerment is based 
on sharing authority to increase employee self-efficacy, which is best accomplished in 
a climate o f positive relations between the leader and subordinates. If  there is distrust 
among the leaders and subordinates, then it becomes practically impossible to share
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power in a meaningful way. Given that only crew chiefs were directly and formerly 
empowered, the crew chief program was expected to increase mail processor 
perceptions of empowerment by improving trust and leader-member relations. Thus, 
an essential component o f the crew chief program was to choose members o f the rank- 
and-file as crew chiefs, where the likelihood of building trust and establishing good 
relations would be high.
The Role o f Leader-member Similarity in Developing Trust
A key antecedent to the development o f trust is the similarity in values 
between the leader and subordinate. In fact, research has found shared values to be a 
predictor o f trust (Hart, Capps, Cangemi, & Caillouet, 1986; Martin, 1998 as cited in 
Weber & Weber, 2001). Given that crew chiefs were current employees and union 
members, they were more likely to share common values and experiences and thus 
had an important basis for establishing trust that is critical to developing high-quality 
leader-member relationships. A meta-analysis by Dirks and Ferrin (2002) o f 106 
independent samples with 27,103 individuals also found the presence o f participatory 
decision making to be positively correlated with trust in supervisor, as well as a 
smaller but significant relationship with trust in organizational leadership, suggesting 
that the voice mechanism the crew chief program offered could have provided a 
foundation for building trust.
Similarity between supervisors and subordinates also affects other important 
variables. Turban and Jones (1988) compared four types o f similarity: subordinate
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perceived similarity, supervisor perceived similarity, perceptual congruence (degree to 
which supervisor and subordinate share similarity perceptions), and demographic 
similarity. Subordinate perceived similarity was found to be positively related to job 
satisfaction and supervisor ratings of job performance. Subordinate perceived 
similarity was also found to be strongly positively related to confidence and trust in 
supervisor, and negatively related with perceptions of role conflict and role ambiguity. 
Supervisor perceived similarity and perceptual congruence were also found to be 
positively related to subordinate’s trust in supervisor and negatively related to 
subordinate’s role ambiguity. These results suggest that having crew chiefs who were 
more similar to mail processors than supervisors as the mail processors’ direct report 
would positively affect mail processor trust in the crew chief and improve job 
satisfaction.
The Relationship between Climate and Leader-Member Relations
Tierney (1999), in a study involving 157 dyads o f employees and supervisors, 
found that the quality o f LMX and TMX was positively related to employee 
perceptions o f the change climate. That is, better relationships between employees and 
their supervisors and coworkers were associated with employee beliefs that the 
organization was amenable to change, such as risk taking, open communication, trust, 
autonomy, and employee development. This is an important finding in that it suggests 
that if the crew chief program improves labor-management relations, this would in 
turn facilitate future organizational change that the USPS plans to implement. In other
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words, not only is the crew chief an organizational change initiative, but a successful 
crew chief program should serve as a catalyst for future successful change.
Another important finding o f Tierney’s (1999) study is the significant 
interaction between LMX quality and climate perceptions of the supervisor. Employee 
climate perceptions were most positive when there was a high-quality LMX 
relationship and the supervisor also had positive climate perceptions. Employee 
climate perceptions were most negative when there was a poor quality LMX 
relationship and supervisors had a more positive perception o f the climate. Tierney 
interpreted this finding by reasoning that supervisors who perceive the climate as 
change conducive were more likely to provide change opportunities to employees 
when supervisors had positive relationships with them. Employees who have poor 
relations with their supervisors may have resented that employees in the in-group 
benefited from the change climate, and thus these employees perceive the climate as 
less change conducive. These results suggest that employees who have high-quality 
relationships with their supervisors are more likely to have congruent views with their 
supervisor on the change climate. Thus, if  crew chiefs perceive the climate as 
empowering and develop high-quality relationships with their crew members, then this 
perception should also be shared by crew members because crew chiefs are likely to 
shape the group climate as one that is empowering. This effect o f group climate 
perceptions o f empowerment, as well as the greater likelihood o f crew chiefs to share 
in the decision making o f day-to-day operations with mail processors, should all 
contribute to mail processors believing they are empowered as well.
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In summary, the perceived quality of leader-member relationships has been 
found to play a key role in affecting employee and supervisor attitudes. One of the 
foundations o f developing a high quality leader-member relationship is trust, and a key 
factor for developing trust is perceived similarity between the employee and 
supervisor. Based on the fact that crew chiefs are likely to have a similar history of 
experiences and values, trust should be more easily and rapidly developed between 
crew chiefs and mail processors. Although this effect of trust will not be specifically 
tested in the current study, it is the mechanism that explains why leader-member 
relations should be stronger between crew chiefs and employees. Improvement in 
leader-member relations should lead to positive changes in satisfaction with 
supervision, job satisfaction, organizational and union commitment, and reduced stress 
and strain. I also reviewed literature on the benefits o f participation programs on 
overall labor-management relations, which should have set the stage for the success of 
other organizational change efforts.
As discussed in Chapter 2, supervisors at the USPS were largely perceived by 
mail processors as not caring about developing good relationships with mail 
processors and were mainly concerned with the technical aspects o f the job, such as 
meeting production quotas. Taken together, the review of the literature concerning 
empowerment and leader-member relations suggests that crew chiefs should be more 
willing to delegate and share responsibilities with team members and genuinely care 
about their well being given their many similarities, which are key to developing high- 
quality leader-member relationships. Further, high quality leader-member relations are
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positively associated with satisfaction with supervision (Gerstner & Day, 1997). Thus, 
mail processors should develop better relationships with crew chiefs than they had 
with supervisors and become more satisfied with the supervision they receive.
Hypothesis 1: Mail processor satisfaction with their supervision will show a 
greater increase from Time 1 to Time 2 at the experimental sites than at 
the control sites.
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Chapter 4. Job Satisfaction, Organizational Commitment, Union Participation, 
Union Commitment, and Labor Relations
Job Satisfaction
Job satisfaction is one o f the most commonly studied attitudes studied in 
industrial and organizational psychology (Judge, Parker, Colbert, Heller, & Ilies,
2002; Locke, 1976). In general, job satisfaction is the extent to which an individual is 
happy with and likes his/her job. More specifically, Locke (1976) defines job 
satisfaction as “a pleasurable or positive emotional state resulting from the appraisal of 
one’s job or job experiences” (p. 1304). Job satisfaction has relationships with many 
important organizational outcomes, such as job performance (Iaffaldano &
Muchinsky, 1985; Judge, Thoresen, Bono, & Patton, 2001), absenteeism (Scott & 
Taylor, 1985), and turnover intentions (Mobley, Homer, & Hollingsworth, 1978; Tett 
& Meyer, 1993). Much of the job satisfaction research has focused on the relationship 
between job satisfaction and job performance, based on the premise that a happy 
worker is a productive worker. This proposition, that job satisfaction leads to higher 
job performance and other organizational outcomes, most likely evolved from broader 
research in social psychology linking attitudes and behaviors (Judge et al., 2001).
When individuals have a positive attitude towards an object, they are more likely to 
engage in behaviors to support that object (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993 as cited in Judge et 
al., 2001). Thus, when employees have positive attitudes toward their job, they are
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more likely to engage in behaviors that are beneficial to the organization that provides 
the job.
In a meta-analysis of 74 studies with a total sample size o f 12,192, Iaffaldano 
and Muchinsky (1985) estimated the true correlation between satisfaction and job 
performance to be .17. A more recent and larger scale meta-analysis based on 312 
samples and a total sample size of 54,417 by Judge et al. (2001) found a stronger 
relationship between job satisfaction and job performance of .30. Job satisfaction has 
also been found to be related to withdrawal behaviors such as absenteeism (Scott & 
Taylor, 1985) and turnover intentions (Mobley et al., 1978). Based on their meta­
analysis, Tett and Meyer (1993) estimated the true correlations between job 
satisfaction and turnover intentions to be -.58 and job satisfaction and actual turnover 
to be -.25. Job satisfaction has also been found to be positively related to 
organizational commitment (Deery, Iverson, & Erwin, 1994; Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; 
Schaubroeck, Cotton, & Jennings, 1989; Tett & Meyer, 1993) and work climate. As a 
whole, this research demonstrates that job satisfaction has significant relationships 
with a variety of important organizational outcomes.
The job characteristics model (Hackman & Oldham, 1976) has probably 
received the most support in the literature for understanding how job satisfaction 
develops (Judge et al., 2002). Hackman and Oldham (1976) proposed a theory o f work 
design focusing on how the characteristics of jobs and people interact to determine 
when a job will lead to beneficial attitudinal and behavioral outcomes. Their job 
characteristics model consists of five core job dimensions (skill variety, task variety,
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task significance, autonomy, and feedback) that influence three psychological states 
(knowledge of results, experienced responsibility, experienced meaningfulness), 
which in turn lead to a number of beneficial personal and work outcomes. The model 
postulates that an individual experiences job satisfaction when he or she learns that he 
or she performed well (knowledge o f results) on a task that he or she cares about 
(experienced meaningfulness) and that his or her actions were the reason for his or her 
performance (experienced responsibility). The job satisfaction that results serves as an 
incentive to perform well in the future. That is, job satisfaction serves as a motivator 
for high performance. This process continues until one or more o f the psychological 
states are no longer present, or when individuals no longer value the outcomes that 
result from good performance.
Hackman and Oldham (1976) posit that skill variety, task identity, and task 
significance lead to experienced meaningfulness. Autonomy leads to experienced 
responsibility, and feedback leads to knowledge o f results. Skill variety refers to the 
extent that the job allows employees to perform different tasks. Task identity is the 
degree to which employees can see their work from start to finish. Task significance 
reflects the importance employees assign to their work. Feedback reflects the amount 
and quality o f information that employees have concerning their performance on the 
job. Autonomy concerns employees’ perceptions o f independence and the degree of 
discretion they have to carry out their job duties.
In this study, autonomy is most likely to be influenced by changes in the 
leader-member relationship as a result of the crew chief program. The degree of
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autonomy should improve because crew chiefs should have been less likely to 
micromanage mail processors and would have been less likely create tension on the 
workroom floor compared to supervisors. Crew chiefs should have strongly identified 
with the mail processors because crew chiefs were mail processors themselves and 
continued to perform many o f the tasks o f the mail processor position in addition to 
their crew chief responsibilities. That is, crew chiefs knew what it was like to be in the 
mail processor position, and crew chiefs shared the disdain for micromanagement and 
strained relations. Also, at many sites, their fellow mail processors had the power to 
vote out a crew chief if  mail processors felt that the crew chief was not meeting the 
empowerment expectations o f crew members. Based on this reasoning, I expect mail 
processors would have experienced more autonomy under the work floor leadership of 
crew chiefs. Increased autonomy is one of the mechanisms by which I expect the crew 
chief program to produce benefits for the employees and USPS.
Some evidence for the positive effects o f autonomy in a setting that was 
similar to the USPS comes from a study by Griffin et al. (2001). In a sample of 48 
manufacturing companies with an average of 246 employees, Griffin et al. (2001) 
found that autonomy partially mediated the relationship between the degree of 
teamwork and job satisfaction, such that employees who performed more o f their work 
in a team context were more likely to report greater job autonomy, which in turn was 
positively related to job satisfaction. One major strength o f this study was that the 
authors accounted for both individual (e.g., degree o f autonomy) and group level 
(degree o f teamwork) effects. Further evidence for the relationship between autonomy
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and job satisfaction come from a meta-analysis by Fried and Ferris (1987). Based on 
20 samples and 7,861 cases, Fried and Ferris (1987) found the corrected mean 
correlation between job satisfaction and autonomy to be .48.
Taken together, there is strong research evidence that improving desirable job 
characteristics is positively related to increased job satisfaction. The crew chief 
program will most likely affect perceptions o f autonomy, which have been found to be 
linked to job satisfaction. Thus, if the crew chief intervention is successful in 
expanding job autonomy, then job satisfaction should improve.
Hypothesis 2: Mail processor job satisfaction will show a greater increase from 
Time 1 to Time 2 at the experimental sites than at the control sites.
Organizational Commitment
Another job attitude that is of importance to the USPS is organizational 
commitment. Organizational commitment involves the psychological attachment of 
the individual to the organization (Mowday, Steers, & Porter, 1979; Meyer & Allen, 
1984). Steers (1977) defined organizational commitment as the degree to which an 
employee identifies with and is involved with a particular organization. Strong 
organizational commitment is characterized by three factors: (1) belief in and 
internalization o f the organization’s values, (2) a willingness to exert effort for the 
organization, and (3) a strong desire to remain a member of the organization. Other 
organizational commitment researchers define commitment as a multidimensional
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construct consisting o f three dimensions: affective, continuance, and normative 
commitment (Allen & Meyer, 1990; Meyer & Allen, 1997).
Affective commitment refers to an employee’s emotional attachment to and 
identification with an organization. Employees with strong affective commitment stay 
with the organization because they “want” to stay. Researchers often draw from social 
exchange theory (Blau, 1964) to explain how affective commitment develops. Social 
exchange theory suggests that attitudes and behaviors toward an organization develop 
from a person’s evaluation of the reciprocity o f the person-organization relationship. 
Hence, people develop strong emotional attachments to the organization when they 
feel that their organization values and supports them (Eisenberger et al., 1986). 
Because of the strong relational basis for this construct, as well as the research 
evidence for the strong relationships affective commitment displays with 
organizational outcomes discussed below, I focused on affective commitment for this 
study. Also, I will refer to affective commitment to the employer as company 
commitment in this paper, because commitment to the union, another organization, is 
discussed as well. Organizational commitment will be used to refer to the more 
generalized concept of commitment.
Continuance commitment is based on an evaluation o f the costs and benefits 
associated with leaving the company. Employees who exhibit strong continuance 
commitment stay with the company because they feel they “have” to stay. Two factors 
that strongly influence the development o f continuance commitment are (1) 
investment in the job, financial (e.g. pension benefits accrued and relocation costs) and
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non-financial (e.g. seniority), and (2) the availability of job alternatives (Meyer & 
Allen, 1997). Although there is evidence that continuance commitment is a dimension 
of organizational commitment in the public sector (Liou & Nyhan, 1994), the 
proposed intervention does not target the two most influential factors o f continuance 
commitment. Thus, continuance commitment was not included as a variable in this 
study.
Finally, normative commitment reflects a belief in the importance o f being 
loyal to organizations in general. Individuals high in normative commitment stay with 
the organization because they feel they “ought” to stay. However, some researchers 
have failed to find discriminating effects between company and normative 
commitment, with company commitment usually exhibiting stronger effects on 
outcome variables (Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitch, & Topolnytsky, 2002). Thus, some 
researchers believe normative commitment may be tapping the same construct domain 
as company commitment (Ko, Price, & Mueller, 1997). Also, normative commitment 
is likely to represent a more dispositional form of commitment, given that it centers on 
loyalty in general, and thus may be more difficult for organizations to influence. For 
these reasons, the current research does not measure normative commitment.
The dimensions o f organizational commitment have been linked to many 
valued company outcomes. A meta-analysis by Randall (1990) found positive 
relationships with performance, effort, and intention to remain in the company and 
organizational commitment. Overall, the estimated corrected correlation of 
commitment and overall work outcomes was .21. Mathieu and Zajac (1990) also
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found organizational commitment to be significantly related to performance ratings (r 
= .14), intentions to leave (r = -.46), and attendance (r -  .10). A more recent meta­
analysis with a larger and more current sample (111 samples from 92 published 
studies) by Riketta (2002) estimated the true correlation between company 
commitment and performance to be .20.
Research has also shown that company commitment is more strongly linked to 
company outcomes than continuance or calculative based commitment. For example, 
in examining potential moderators for the company commitment -  work outcomes 
relationship in his meta-analysis, Randall (1990) found the corrected correlation 
between commitment and outcomes to be .21 for affectively based measures versus 
.12 for calculative based measures. Mathieu and Zajac (1990) found affective 
measures o f organizational commitment to correlate more strongly with overall job 
satisfaction (r = .69) and turnover intentions (r = -.52) than calculative commitment (r 
= .23, -.22, respectively).
There is also research evidence that commitment is related to intentions to 
leave the company. In a meta-analysis o f company commitment and outcomes, Tett 
and Meyer (1993) report a significant correlation between company commitment and 
turnover intentions (r = -.54) and actual turnover (r = -.33). A study by Jaros (1995) 
using two independent datasets, one concurrent and the other longitudinal, examined 
the effects of each of the three dimensions of organizational commitment and turnover 
intentions. When all dimensions were entered into the regression equation, he found 
that company commitment alone was negatively related to turnover intentions in both
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datasets. Thus, not only does this study demonstrate the relationship of company 
commitment to another organizational outcome variable, but also supports the 
prominence o f company commitment compared to the other dimensions of 
commitment in predicting organizational outcomes.
Suliman (2002) found company commitment partially mediated the 
relationships between organizational climate and self-rated and supervisor-rated 
performance in a sample o f 783 lower-, middle- and top-level managers working in 20 
industrial firms. Employees who perceived a more positive work climate had higher 
levels o f company commitment, and higher levels o f company commitment were 
associated with higher performance ratings. Continuance commitment was only 
modestly positively related to self-rated performance, and did not fully or partially 
mediate either of the work climate -  performance relationships. These studies provide 
additional evidence for the prominence o f the affective dimension of commitment.
Affective commitment may even be more important for public organizations 
(Nyhan, 1999; Perry & Wise, 1990; Romzek, 1990). This is because public 
organizations usually do not provide as much compensation as their private 
counterparts, and thus rely heavily on employees’ sense of duty and desire to serve the 
public good. Perry and Wise (1990) posit that affectively committed employees are 
likely to have increased public service motivation, and that public service motivation 
is important for organizations in the public sector to be effective.
Cohen (1992) proposed that blue collar employees are more likely to be 
committed to the company because of extrinsic rewards. However, Young, Worchel,
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and Woehr (1998) found that for a sample o f blue collar employees in a public agency, 
intrinsic rewards (e.g., job satisfaction, job characteristics) were similarly predictive of 
organizational commitment as extrinsic rewards (e.g., pay satisfaction, promotion 
satisfaction). Liou and Nyhan (1994) found that more tenured employees, supervisory 
employees, and non professional employees were more likely to have greater company 
commitment, while there were no significant relationships with continuance 
commitment in a sample o f 337 public service employees. This is consistent with the 
idea that public employee motivation is determined by employees’ identification and 
involvement with the organization (Liou & Nyhan, 1994). Although the USPS is not 
entirely a public organization, its mandate and incorporation is based on a public 
service. Also, as in private organizations, affective commitment in public 
organizations is important for retaining high-quality employees (Romzek, 1990).
Given the importance of company commitment, its antecedents should be 
identified and understood. In a meta-analysis focusing on examining the moderating 
effects of occupational type (blue collar, non-professional and professional white 
collar) on relationships between various antecedents and company commitment,
Cohen (1992) found personal characteristics such as tenure, education, marital status, 
and gender to have a stronger relationship with commitment in blue collar and non 
professional employees than professional employees. However, the small magnitudes 
o f these differences, as well as the small or non-existent differences in organizational 
antecedents such as role conflict, role ambiguity, and job involvement, suggests that 
employing different strategies for increasing commitment in different occupational
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classes as Cohen recommends may not result in large gains as opposed to 
implementing the same strategy for all groups. This suggests that the antecedents of 
commitment found in the literature are also likely to be antecedents o f commitment in 
the current sample, and are likely to exhibit similar effect sizes.
A study by Nyhan (1999) examined the effects o f two types o f trust and 
company commitment based on data from three different government organizations. 
The primary goal o f his research was to determine whether systems trust (trust in the 
organization as a whole) or interpersonal trust (trust o f immediate supervisor) 
explained more variance in company commitment. After controlling for organization, 
job classification, gender, and tenure, Nyhan (1999) found interpersonal trust to be 
strongly positively related to company commitment, while there was a nonsignificant 
relation o f systems trust with company commitment. Interpersonal trust was also 
strongly correlated with systems trust. Taken together, the results o f Nyhan's (1999) 
study are consistent with the crew chief program’s focus on employees’ relationships 
with their leaders for building better labor relations and producing positive 
organizational change.
Based on my analysis of the literature, the crew chief, as a union member and 
team leader, should be perceived as more trustworthy than the managerial supervisor. 
Because crew chiefs were more similar to craft employees than to supervisors, and 
shared in the same work tasks, there should have been greater opportunities for crew 
chiefs and employees to build trust and develop high-quality relationships. The
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improvement in the leader-member relations should then lead to greater company 
commitment.
In addition to the improvement in company commitment resulting from 
positive leader-member relations, the act o f providing greater opportunity for 
participation in making work-related decisions could have served as a symbol that the 
company trusts and is committed to its employees. Empowerment is likely to lead to 
commitment because employees will feel obligated to reciprocate to the company 
(Dessler, 1999; Liden et al., 2000). Perceptions o f empowerment have been found to 
be related to commitment (Laschinger et al., 2001; McDermott, Laschinger, & 
Shamian, 1996) and satisfaction (Miller & Monge, 1986; Wagner & Gooding, 1987). 
Further, employee participation in quality circles has been found to be associated with 
increased identification with the firm (Verma & McKersie, 1987). Shadur et al. (1999) 
also found affective commitment to be positively related to three types o f employee 
involvement perceptions including participation in decision making, teamwork, and 
communications. The implementation o f self-managed teams should help create a 
feeling that the work is shared, which should help build a feeling of community 
(Dessler, 1999). Creating a sense o f community has been suggested as one strategy for 
increasing affective based commitment (Dessler, 1999). Taken together, the research 
suggests that the implementation of crew chiefs should result in greater company 
commitment in mail processors.
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Hypothesis 3: Mail processor company commitment will show a greater 
increase from Time 1 to Time 2 at the experimental sites than at the 
control sites.
Union Participation
Improving labor relations in unionized organizations with a history of 
adversarial relations is certainly not a simple task. However, the involvement o f the 
union in organizational change initiatives can help improve labor relations. In fact, a 
study o f 92 unionized manufacturing organizations by Cooke (1990) found that 
improvements in labor relations were positively related to the degree of union 
involvement in joint union-management programs. Thus, the involvement o f the 
APWU in this initiative should increase the crew chief initiative’s probability of 
success for improving labor relations.
One of the unique aspects o f the proposed study is that the crew chief program 
was initially proposed by the union. In most cases, the organization usually proposes 
empowerment/employee involvement initiatives. Many unions resist these programs 
because they believe the primary purpose o f these programs is to weaken union 
support by allowing management to assume the union role of addressing employee 
concerns (Eaton & Voos, 1989; Leana et al., 1992). Many unions fear that 
participation programs also could undermine collective bargaining agreements, 
increase workers’ identification with the organization at the cost o f the union, co-opts 
union leadership, and be used as a strategy to thwart unionization (Arthur & Dworkin,
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1991; Eaton & Voos, 1989; Kochan et al., 1984; Verma, 1989). Thus, union support 
for involvement programs is usually ambivalent at best (Fenwick & Olson, 1986).
Kahnweiler and Thompson (2000) suggested that employee involvement in the 
design o f an empowerment initiative is important to be able to identify and provide 
what employees desire from the program and to obtain increased buy-in for the 
program. Including the union, acting as the representative of the workers, should 
address this concern and thus enhance the probability o f the success o f the crew chief 
program.
Verma (1989) suggested that empowerment initiatives can affect union 
attitudes via a “selection effect” and a “program effect.” In the selection effect, 
employees who do not have favorable attitudes toward the union may be more likely 
to participate in the program. Thus, a negative relationship between empowerment 
initiatives and union attitudes evolves based on self-sorting. The program effect 
changes employee attitudes toward unions because o f the potential for employees to 
develop more positive attitudes toward the organization as a result o f empowerment. 
This is most likely to occur when the union does not participate in the design and 
implementation of the initiative (Verma & McKersie, 1987). However, with 
participation by the union, it is certainly possible that employees can develop 
commitment both to the union and organization (Dean, 1954). In the current study, the 
selection effect is unlikely, but the program effect may occur. However, that may be 
unlikely as well because employees may attribute the program to the union rather than 
management. In fact, if  poor labor relations persist, it is possible for the program effect
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to work in the opposite direction. That is, employees may only develop increased 
commitment to the union when they attribute the positive benefits o f change to the 
union and poor labor relations to the company.
A study by Verma and McKersie (1987) o f 534 employees o f a high 
technology manufacturing company found employees who were less involved in union 
activities to be more likely to participate in employee involvement programs.
However, they also found that participants desired more union participation in 
employee involvement programs. Thus, Verma and McKersie (1987) concluded that 
worker participation in employee involvement programs does not necessarily lead to a 
decline in attitudes toward the union. Also, Fullagar and Barling (1991) found that 
having high commitment to either the organization or union did not lead to adverse 
consequences for the other.
Reshef, Kizilos, Ledford, and Cohen (1999) tested for program and selection 
effects in a sample o f 572 unionized employees o f a large telephone company. 
Approximately half the employees were organized according to self-managed teams 
while the remainder were traditionally managed employees. They found that 
participants had more positive attitudes toward the employee involvement program, 
and that among participants, volunteers had more positive attitudes toward employee 
involvement than non-volunteers did after controlling for perceived union support of 
the program. Like Verma and McKersie (1987), Reshef et al. (1999) failed to detect 
either program or selection effects. On the contrary, Reshef et al. (1999) found that 
positive attitudes toward employee involvement were associated with an increased
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desire for the union to be involved in the program. Verma (1989) also found that 
participation by unions in employee involvement programs was associated with 
increases in union satisfaction.
Participation by unions has been suggested as a correlate to the effective 
implementation o f SMWTs (Fenwick & Olson, 1986; Valias, 2003). Kochan et al. 
(1984) suggests that enthusiasm for these types of involvement initiatives is more 
likely to endure when unions are actively involved with the participation program. 
Based on their review o f the labor-relations literature, Arthur and Dworkin (1991) also 
concluded that union involvement in employee participation programs is associated 
with program success, as well as more positive attitudes toward the union and 
participation in the union by employees. Also, without union involvement, strong 
supporters of the union are more likely to avoid participating, and given that the great 
majority o f mail processors are unionized, the program may be doomed to fail. Thus, 
not only is union involvement preferable, but may be necessary for program success 
(Eaton, 1994).
Because employee involvement leads to higher company commitment, it 
becomes even more important for the union to be involved in order to prevent the 
erosion of union support and commitment. That is, joint involvement o f the union and 
management should increase the likelihood that employees identify the empowerment 
program with the union as well as the organization (Verma, 1989; Verma & McKersie, 
1987).
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Taken as a whole, the prior literature demonstrates the importance o f union 
participation in the implementation of organizational change initiatives. Programs that 
have union support are more likely to be successful in achieving the program’s goals 
for the organization and the union. What distinguishes the proposed study from most 
previous research is that the crew chief program was initiated by the union rather than 
management. Although the proposed study does not specifically test whether union- 
sponsored interventions are more likely to be successful than those sponsored by 
management, the literature reviewed on union participation suggests that the crew 
chief intervention should have a strong probability for success. This discussion also 
sets the stage for an attitude of significance to unions that is likely to be impacted by 
empowerment interventions; union commitment.
Employee Commitment to the Union 
Union commitment is defined as the extent to which a union member identifies 
with the goals and values o f the organization, desires to remain a member o f the union, 
and is willing to exert effort on behalf o f the union (Gordon, Philpot, Burt, Thompson, 
& Spiller, 1980). Union commitment is an important construct in that it has been 
associated with several outcomes that are critical to union effectiveness such as 
member participation in union activities (Agars, Unckless, & Tesluk, 1998;
Bamberger, Kluger, & Suchard, 1999; Thacker, Fields, & Barclay, 1990) and voting 
for political candidates endorsed by the union (Thacker et al., 1990). With the 
continued decline o f the percentage o f the labor force that is represented by unions
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(Arthur & Dworkin, 1991), union attitudes such as union commitment become even 
more important for union sustainability.
Like company commitment, union commitment has also been conceptualized 
as a multidimensional construct (Gordon et al., 1980). The dimension that has 
probably received the most attention in the literature is union loyalty. Union loyalty 
reflects the degree to which union members identify with and share the goals and 
beliefs o f the union (Tan & Aryee, 2002). It has also been defined as the affective 
attachment a member has with the union (Fullagar, Gallagher, Gordon, & Clark,
1995), which parallels the construct of company commitment (Fullagar & Barling, 
1989).
Bamberger, Kluger, and Suchard (1999) conducted a meta-analysis testing four 
models based on competing perspectives on the hypothesized antecedents of union 
commitment, and union commitment’s effect on union participation by members. 
Using structural equation modeling based on data from 80 independent samples and 
59 studies, they found support for an integrative model, such that union 
instrumentality perceptions, pro-union attitudes, job satisfaction, and company 
commitment are all directly related to union loyalty, and that union loyalty is 
positively related to union participation. Further, they also found indirect effects of 
union loyalty on company commitment through job satisfaction and union loyalty to 
pro-union attitudes through union instrumentality.
A study of 322 unionized employees from various unions in Singapore by Tan 
and Aryee (2002) provided additional support for Bamberger et al.’s (1999)
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integrative model o f the causes and consequences of union commitment. Focusing on 
union loyalty, Tan and Aryee (2002) found that union loyalty predicted both 
organizationally-directed and individually-directed union citizenship behaviors. They 
also found union instrumentality perceptions to be directly related to union loyalty as 
well as indirectly through pro-union attitudes. Company commitment was positively 
related to union loyalty, and job satisfaction was found to be indirectly related to union 
loyalty through its positive relationship with company commitment. Iverson and 
Kuruvilla (1995) also reported a similar finding to that of Tan and Aryee (2002) in that 
they found company commitment to mediate the relationship between job satisfaction 
and union loyalty.
In a study of 481 unionized employees of a large communications company, 
Thacker, Fields, and Barclay (1990) examined a range o f antecedents and outcomes of 
overall as well as the dimensions of union commitment. The antecedents they studied 
included access to union officials and stewards, perceived mission fulfillment at the 
national and local level, gender, tenure, and salary grade. Outcomes included union 
participation and voting behavior favorable to the union. When antecedents were 
regressed on overall union commitment and the individual dimensions, Thacker et al. 
found the results for the loyalty dimension strongly paralleled those o f overall union 
commitment. All of the hypothesized antecedents were positively related to union 
loyalty and overall union commitment with the exception of the demographic 
variables and access to the union steward. Thacker et al. also found that union loyalty 
demonstrated stronger relationships with outcomes compared to the other dimensions
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of commitment. The overall pattern o f results for union loyalty is similar to that of 
company commitment, in that it consistently demonstrates the strongest relationships 
with proposed antecedents and outcomes. Thus, in this paper, when I refer to union 
commitment, I am actually referring to its affective dimension o f union loyalty.
Another important predictor o f union commitment is perceived union support 
(Sinclair & Tetrick, 1995), which refers to the degree to which union members 
perceived the union to be concerned about union members’ well-being (Shore, Tetrick, 
Sinclair, & Newton, 1994). This construct is analogous to perceived organizational 
support (Eisenberger et al., 1986). Based on social exchange theory and research 
linking perceived organizational support to company commitment (Eisenberger, 
Armeli, Rexwinkel, Lynch, & Rhoades, 2001; Eisenberger & Fasolo, 1990), Sinclair 
and Tetrick (1995) argued that perceived union support should explain variance in 
union commitment beyond that accounted for by union instrumentality perceptions. 
They developed this proposition based on the notion that perceived union support 
represents the non-economic aspects o f the exchange relationship, such as the union 
being committed to the member as an individual, the union valuing their contributions 
and participation, and the union caring about their needs. In short, perceived union 
support reflects the union’s commitment to the employee. In their study of 77 
unionized university employees, Sinclair and Tetrick (1995) found perceived union 
support to predict each dimension o f union commitment (loyalty, responsibility to 
union, willingness to work for union, and belief in unionism) after controlling for 
union instrumentality.
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Building on the employee empowerment literature, the results discussed above 
are relevant to the current research in that the crew chief program may be viewed by 
employees as an action by the union. Thus, employees may interpret the program as a 
sign that the union cares about its members and is seeking and initiating strategies to 
improve employees’ work lives. That is, the advocacy and involvement in developing 
empowerment initiatives can by viewed by union members as a form of perceived 
union support (Shore et al., 1994). The consistent findings in the literature that 
perceived organizational support positively affects company commitment (e.g., 
Eisenberger et al., 2001; Hutchison, Sowa, Eisenberger, & Huntington, 1986;
Rhoades, Eisenberger, & Armeli, 2001; Settoon, Bennett, & Liden, 1996; Tansky & 
Cohen, 2001) suggest that perceived union support should positively affect union 
loyalty. Consistent with this idea, Shore et al. (1994) and Sinclair and Tetrick (1995) 
found perceived union support to be positively related to union loyalty. Furthermore, 
paralleling the research on the positive relationship between supervisor support and 
organizational support (Eisenberger et al., 2002), crew chief support should enhance 
perceptions o f perceived union support, which should lead to increased union 
commitment and participation in union activities. Thus, these are the mechanisms by 
which union participation in the crew chief initiatives should lead to higher levels of 
union commitment.
Hypothesis 4: Mail processor union commitment will show a greater increase 
from Time 1 to Time 2 at the experimental sites than at the control sites.
Chapter 5. Job Stress
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Job Stress
Job stress is triggered by the demands and uncertainty a job entails (Quick, 
Quick, Nelson, & Hurrell, 1997). Work-related disorders, which include job stress, 
constitute one o f the top 10 occupational health risks in the US (Quick et al., 1997). In 
Great Britain, stress, depression, and anxiety are the second most commonly reported 
group of work-related illnesses following musculo-skeletal disorders (A. Smith, 2001).
The performance and financial health of an organization depends upon the 
physical and psychological health o f its workers. The degree o f deviation an 
organization experiences from a healthy, productive level of functioning (e.g., 
absenteeism, turnover) has been referred to as organizational distress (Quick et al., 
1997). Organizational distress can lead to organizational ill health, which is indicated 
by high insurance and health care costs, poor accident and safety records, low levels of 
company commitment and job satisfaction, and generally deteriorating labor- 
management relations (Cartwright, Cooper, & Murphy, 1995). One estimate o f the 
cost of job stress to the U.S. economy is as high as $150 billion dollars a year 
(Johnson & Indvik, 1996).
Disorders that employees can develop as a result of prolonged exposure to job 
stress include affective disturbances (e.g., job dissatisfaction, anxiety, depression) and 
chemical dependencies (Sauter, Murphy, & Hurrell, 1990). Besides the anguish and 
pain involved, psychological disorders also have a large economic impact, estimated
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to be $36 billion in direct care costs in the U.S., and represent a significant cost to 
other Western nations (Sauter et al., 1990). Note that this estimate does not include the 
costs o f lost productivity.
In addition to the negative effects stress may have on individual strain and 
organizational attitudes, there is evidence that stress can lead to violence in the 
workplace (cf. Mack, Shannon, Quick, & Quick, 1998). Johnson and Indvik (1996) 
describe violence as “the ultimate manifestation of job stress” (p. 22). The U.S. 
Department o f Justice estimates that 1 million people are victims o f violent crime 
annually (Bachman, 1994). In its most extreme form, workplace violence was 
responsible for 856 deaths in 1997, and homicide was the second leading cause of 
work-related deaths (United States Department o f Health and Human Services, 1999). 
Across all categories o f workplace violence, the financial burden to the U.S. economy 
is estimated to be $75 billion per year (Johnson & Indvik, 1996). Although this 
outcome is not measured in the current study, it is important to mention given the high 
profile workplace violence cases that have occurred at the USPS, such as the shootings 
that took place in 1986 at Edmund, OK and in 1991 at Royal Oak, MI (Greengard, 
1999). In fact, these cases also contributed to the impetus for organizational change at 
the USPS (GAO, 1994a; GAO, 1994b). By improving the work environment to reduce 
stress, the USPS hoped to prevent these violent episodes in the future.
Job stress may also exert negative effects by moderating the relationship 
between job characteristics and work attitudes. A study o f 9,327 UK health service 
employees by Payne, Wall, Borrill, and Carter (1999) found strain to moderate the
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relationships between job characteristics and attitudes such as company commitment 
and job satisfaction, such that under higher levels of strain, there was a weaker 
relationship between work characteristics and work attitudes. These results are 
consistent with the idea that people under stress and strain respond to the world 
differently both cognitively and affectively (Payne et al., 1999).
Stressor-Strain-Outcome (SSO) Model
Origins
Kahn and Byosiere (1992) posited a model o f stress in organizations by 
integrating seven of the most popular models used in the literature concerning the 
antecedents and consequences of stress. The basic structure of the model is that 
stressors lead to strain, which in turn leads to negative outcomes. In other words, strain 
is believed to mediate the relationship between stressors and outcomes (Koeske & 
Koeske, 1993). The stress-strain and strain-outcome relationships are also believed to 
exhibit moderating effects from social support, such that social support reduces, or 
buffers, the effects of stress on strain and the effects o f strain on undesirable 
outcomes. There are more elements to Kahn and Byosiere (1992) model than 
described here, as I only focus on those aspects that have received the most support 
and are most relevant to my research. Koeske and Koeske (1993) also posited a similar 
model o f stress where stressors lead to strain and strain leads to work-related 
outcomes. There has been support for this model in many occupational settings 
(Bedeian & Armenakis, 1981; Kemery, Bedeian, Mossholder, & Touliatos, 1985;
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Tetrick, Slack, Da Silva, & Sinclair, 2000). The components o f this model are 
described in the following sections.
Stressors/Stress
In general, stress research in the organizational sciences is concerned with how 
individuals and organizations adjust to their environments, achieve high levels of 
performance and health, and become distressed (Quick et al., 1997). Stress represents 
an unfavorable interaction between worker attributes and job conditions that leads to 
psychological disturbances and unhealthy behaviors, and ultimately to long-term ill 
health (Sauter et al., 1990). The definition of stress has been a contested issue. Many 
researchers use the term to refer to objective stimuli, while others use it to refer to the 
appraisal o f those stimuli or the subsequent response to that stimuli (Kahn & Byosiere, 
1992).
For the current study, the stressor (demand) is defined as a physical or 
psychological stimulus to which a person responds. Stressors involve the perception of 
objects or situations in the environment that can produce adversity or distress. 
Examples o f physical stressors include noise and air quality. Psychosocial stressors 
result from psychological stimuli and include role demands and interpersonal 
demands.
Role demands are dominant and pervasive sources of stress for many 
individuals (Quick et al., 1997). A role set is composed o f all the various individuals 
(role senders) who have expectations o f a particular person. Each role sender places
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unique demands on the individual, and the nature and quantity of these demands 
determines the level o f role stress an individual perceives. Interpersonal demands are 
concerned with the hassles and burdens involved in the normal course of social, 
personal, and working relationships in organizations (Quick et al., 1997). They are 
related to role demands, but different in that they are not based on expected behaviors. 
For example, stress from interpersonal demands is likely to arise when employees 
have negative relationships with supervisors and/or coworkers.
The most commonly studied role demands are role ambiguity and role conflict 
(Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek, & Rosenthal, 1964; Rizzo, House, & Lirtzman, 1970). 
Role ambiguity occurs when the priorities, expectations, or evaluation criteria of a job 
are not clear to the individual. The frustration that results from the uncertainty is what 
creates tension on the job (Schaubroeck et al., 1989). Further, if  employees are not 
clear on how to perform their duties and tasks effectively, performance improvements 
and rewards become more difficult to obtain, which leads to less satisfaction 
(Schaubroeck et al., 1989). Role ambiguity has been found to be negatively related to 
company commitment (A. Cohen, 1992; Fullagar & Barling, 1991; Schaubroeck et al., 
1989) and positively related to depression (Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 1995).
An individual experiences role conflict when he or she is faced with 
incongruent role demands and commitments. There are several forms of role conflict 
including intrasender, intersender, person-role (incompatibility o f values), interrole 
(e.g., a person as CEO, father, president), and role overload (Quick et al., 1997). Role 
overload is a special type of role conflict that occurs when an individual’s role duties
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exceed what he or she is capable o f handling. Role conflict and role overload 
consistently predict negative affect and physical strain (Kahn & Byosiere, 1992).
The stress response: Strain and burnout
The stress response, also referred to as strain, can be psychological and/or 
physiological in nature. In other words, stress represents the quantity and quality of the 
“load” and strain reflects the outcomes from the load. Examples of psychological 
strains include anxiety, depression, and burnout. Physiological strains include high 
blood pressure, dizziness, and gastrointestinal problems.
According to Maslach (1982), burnout consists o f emotional exhaustion, 
depersonalization, and diminished personal accomplishment. Emotional exhaustion 
involves feelings of being psychologically overextended and exhausted by one’s work. 
Emotional exhaustion is manifested by both physical fatigue and a sense of feeling 
psychologically and emotionally drained (Leiter & Maslach, 1988). Depersonalization 
refers to a state of indifference and callousness towards others. This dimension is best 
understood in the context o f social service occupations where the object of 
depersonalization is the worker’s client (Wright & Cropanzano, 1998). Finally, 
diminished personal accomplishment involve feelings o f ineffectiveness and 
incompetence (Leiter & Maslach, 1988). Although all three components are 
potentially important, a growing research consensus has concluded that emotional 
exhaustion is the key component o f burnout. The following studies support this 
contention.
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Lee and Ashforth (1996) conducted a meta analysis on 61 studies examining 
the relationships between the three dimensions of burnout, stressors such as role 
ambiguity and role conflict, and outcomes such as company commitment, turnover 
intentions, and job satisfaction. Compared to the other two burnout dimensions, 
emotional exhaustion demonstrated the strongest relationships with stressors and 
outcomes. Koeske and Koeske (1989) also concluded that emotional exhaustion is 
central to the construct of burnout based on their study evaluating the construct 
validity o f the Maslach Burnout Inventory. Although the factor structure using five 
different samples was consistent with a tri-dimensional conceptualization o f burnout, 
Koeske and Koeske found inconsistent relationships with hypothesized antecedents 
and consequences o f burnout. They proposed that depersonalization and personal 
accomplishment should be viewed as separate but closely related to burnout. Further, 
Koeske and Koeske argued that burnout should be reconceptualized with emotional 
exhaustion as an indicator o f strain. Thus, emotional exhaustion was used to represent 
strain in this study.
The mechanism by which emotional exhaustion occurs and by which it exerts 
its effects can be explained by conservation o f resources theory (CORT) (Hobfoll, 
1989). According to CORT, strain, in this case in the form of emotional exhaustion, 
can occur when there is an actual resource loss, a perceived threat of resource loss, 
when resources are inadequate to meet the demands of the situation, or the investment 
of resources does not bring about expected returns (Hobfoll, 1989; Wright & 
Cropanzano, 1998). Resources are defined as “those objects, personal characteristics,
Job Stress 82
conditions or energies that are valued by the individual or that serves as a means for 
attainment of these objects, personal characteristics, conditions, or energies” (Hobfoll, 
1989, p. 516). In the workplace, these resources include social support from coworkers 
and supervisors, and job enhancement opportunities such as autonomy and 
participation in workplace decisions. Thus, emotional exhaustion reflects a state where 
individuals feel they no longer have sufficient resources to handle the stressors 
confronting them.
Wright and Cropanzano (1998) conducted a 1 year longitudinal study o f 52 
social welfare workers to study the relationships among emotional exhaustion, 
affectivity, job satisfaction, turnover, and performance. The results were consistent 
with CORT, in that workers exhibiting emotional exhaustion were more likely to 
engage in withdrawal behaviors, such as turnover and poor performance, even after 
controlling for positive and negative affectivity. The patterns of correlations between 
stressors, resources, and the burnout dimensions observed in the Lee and Ashforth 
(1996) meta-analysis are also consistent with the CORT.
Outcomes
Strain leads to negative outcomes, which can be behavioral, psychological, 
and/or physiological in nature (Koeske & Koeske, 1993). Behavioral responses can 
include the degradation and/or disruption of the work role itself in the form of 
aggressive behavior, flight from the job, and self-destructive behaviors.
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A study by O ’ Driscoll and Beehr (1994) examined three models involving the 
direct and indirect effects among supervisory behaviors, role ambiguity and conflict, 
psychological strain, and outcomes such as job satisfaction and turnover intentions. 
They found the most support for a model in which role ambiguity and role conflict 
mediated the relationships between supervisory behaviors and outcomes. Supervisory 
behaviors that were considered to create uncertainty (e.g., lack o f clarity of 
communication, lack o f supervisor support in obtaining required resources) were 
positively related to role conflict and role ambiguity. In turn, role ambiguity was 
positively related to psychological strain, and negatively related to job satisfaction. 
Role conflict was positively associated with strain and turnover intentions. This model 
is consistent with the stressor-strain-outcome model o f stress, except that it did not 
posit mediating effects between psychological strain and outcomes, and did not test for 
interaction effects o f supervisory support.
In a variation of the SSO model, Kelloway and Barling (1991) found role 
stressors to be predictive o f burnout (emotional exhaustion demonstrating the 
strongest relations) and job satisfaction, and burnout and job satisfaction to be 
predictive o f “context free” mental health, or general well being, in a sample of 720 
hospital employees. Kelloway and Barling (1991) also compared the mediation model 
to a non-mediation model, and found the mediation model to fit better. Overall, their 
results suggest that strain mediates the relationship between role stressors and general 
well being. Interestingly, the authors treated job satisfaction as an indicator o f job
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related strain. Most research, as well as the current study, treats job satisfaction as an 
outcome o f strain.
The main effects o f  crew chief support in the SSO model
Two variables identified in the literature that have been found to be related to 
role stressors at the workplace are participation and social support (Ganster, Fusilier,
& Mayes, 1986; Jackson, 1983; Schaubroeck et al., 1989). Participation in workplace 
decision making is believed to reduce role conflict because it provides employees with 
influence over role senders (Schaubroeck et al., 1989). Participation should also 
provide employees with increased access to job-relevant information, thus reducing 
role ambiguity (Schaubroeck et al., 1989).
Social support refers to aid and assistance from an individual’s social 
environment, which can take the form of emotional, informational, and/or instrumental 
support (S. Cohen & Wills, 1985; LaRocco, House, & French, 1980). Social support 
may reduce role conflict because increased support provides the employee with 
increased ability to reconcile and negotiate the demands from their role (Jackson, 
1983). The mechanism of increased communication (i.e., access to job-relevant 
information) that describes how participation is expected to reduce role ambiguity may 
also explain how social support reduces role ambiguity (Schaubroeck et al., 1989).
Social support should reduce job strain by helping the employees cope with the 
strain they are experiencing (S. Cohen & Wills, 1985; Fisher, 1985). Social support 
provides the individual with emotional and instrumental resources to combat the
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negative experience of strain. For example, talking about one’s anxiety with a friend 
may be an effective coping mechanism for reducing that anxiety.
A study by Edwards et al. (2001) with 206 undergraduate students found 
negative social exchange, a measure of nonsupportive social interaction, to be strongly 
positively related to physical symptoms even when positive social support, major life 
events, and a measure of daily hassles were controlled. However, no interaction effects 
were found for either positive or negative social support. The implications o f these 
results are that the presence of poor relationships at the workplace, particularly with 
one’s immediate supervisor, can have negative effects on outcomes o f significance to 
the employees and the organization even when positive, supportive relationships are 
present.
Schaubroeck et al. (1989) tested a form of the SSO model using covariance 
structure modeling with 249 employees of a federal government manufacturing 
contractor and 201 blue collar employees of a university maintenance department. The 
authors tested for buffering effects of social support by conducting moderated 
hierarchical regression analyses. Out o f 28 possible tests, they found only three 
significant interactions, all involving participation and social support. After 
conducting additional tests to rule out the possibility o f Type I error, only two 
interactions remained significant and only for their first sample. Thus, the authors 
concluded that the inclusion o f interaction effects would not affect the interpretation of 
the main effects model. Schaubroeck et al. (1989) did find some support for their 
version of the stressor-strain-outcome model o f stress, in that perceived role stressors
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led to increased job tension, increased job tension led to less job satisfaction, 
decreased job satisfaction led to decreased company commitment, which then led to 
greater turnover intentions. In addition, they found social support from coworkers to 
be negatively related to role conflict and role ambiguity, and to directly positively 
affect job satisfaction.
Schaubroeck et al. also found participation to be strongly negatively related to 
role ambiguity and positively related to job satisfaction. However, they did not find 
direct effects o f social support and participation on job tension. The pattern o f results 
did suggest indirect effects o f social support and participation and job tension via their 
relationship with role stressors. Finally, the parameter estimates and model fit were 
similar for two independent samples, increasing the confidence in the generalizability 
o f these results.
A study by Leiter and Maslach (1988) examined the effects o f positive and 
negative interactions with coworkers and supervisors on role conflict, burnout, and 
company commitment in a sample of 44 non-supervisory nurses and support staff o f a 
hospital. Role conflict and unpleasant supervisory and coworker relations were found 
to be positively related to emotional exhaustion, even after controlling for positive 
interactions. Negative relationships with the supervisor were also directly negatively 
related to company commitment, even after accounting for the significant relationship 
between emotional exhaustion and commitment and positive coworker interactions 
and commitment. Also, other research has found that having positive attitudes toward 
an immediate supervisor is associated with increased company commitment (Bishop
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& Scott, 2000; McDermott et a l ,  1996; Putti, Aryee, & Phua, 1990) and job 
satisfaction (Griffin et al., 2001). Taken together, this research suggests that to the 
degree employees view the crew chief as a person employees can turn to for emotional 
support, as well as a person that can help to acquire instrumental resources, employees 
will exhibit less stress and strain and have more positive job attitudes.
Hypothesis 5 a: Mail processor perceptions o f crew chief support are negatively 
related to mail processor role ambiguity at Time 2.
Hypothesis 5b: Mail processor perceptions of crew chief support are negatively 
related to mail processor role conflict at Time 2.
Hypothesis 5c: Mail processor perceptions o f crew chief support are negatively 
related to mail processor emotional exhaustion at Time 2.
Hypothesis 5d: Mail processor perceptions o f crew chief support are positively 
related to mail processor job satisfaction at Time 2.
Hypothesis 5e: Mail processor perceptions o f crew chief support are positively 
related to mail processor company commitment at Time 2.
Hypothesis 5f: Mail processor perceptions o f crew chief support are positively 
related to mail processor union commitment at Time 2.
The buffering effects o f crew chief support in the SSO model
There has been less work on the buffering effects of organizational and 
interpersonal factors. Lee and Ashforth (1996) suggest that resources, such as social 
support may moderate the demand-bumout relationship. In fact, social support is the
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most studied moderator o f this relationship (Kahn & Byosiere, 1992). Kahn and 
Byosiere’s (1992) review of the research found support for the moderating effects in 
the stressor-strain relationship, but not the stressor-job satisfaction relationship.
Fried and Tiegs (1993) also examined the moderating effects o f social support 
in the SSO model using a dataset based on 112 unionized employees in the auto 
industry. This study is unique in that it tested for the moderator effects o f role stressors 
on the buffering effect of social support from the shop steward. Fried and Tiegs (1993) 
proposed that union stewards should be a significant source o f support because they 
have access to unique information from management, the union, and fellow co­
workers that may help employees cope with stress at work. Fried and Tiegs found 
three-way interactions among role conflict, role ambiguity, and union steward social 
support in predicting job security satisfaction, burnout, psychosomatic complaints, and 
helplessness. For each of these dependent variables, the effect was such that the 
buffering effect was strongest at high levels o f both role stressors. Interestingly, social 
support only had a significant main effect for job security satisfaction and none o f the 
two-way interactions involving social support were significant. The results suggest 
that support from union stewards becomes most salient to employees who are under 
stress from multiple sources. This makes sense if  the union steward is not immediately 
available or is difficult to access. That is, employees in this sample were likely to seek 
out support from the union steward only when employees were experiencing high 
stress from multiple sources because the limited availability and access to union 
stewards did not warrant the effort to seek out union stewards when employees were
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experiencing less stress. Given that crew chiefs are similar to union stewards in that 
they have access to supportive information from management and employees, and to a 
limited extent to the union, and that crew chiefs have higher accessibility and spend 
more time with employees, I would expect social support from crew chiefs to exert a 
buffering effect on relationships over a wider range of stress experienced by 
employees.
Although the research regarding the buffering effects o f social support have 
not been as conclusive as the other relationships in the SSO model, the rationale for 
the existence o f moderator effects remains strong. Therefore, I hypothesize that 
perceived support from crew chiefs will buffer the stressor-strain and strain-outcome 
relationships.
Hypothesis 6a: Mail processor perceptions of crew chief support moderates the 
relationship between mail processor role ambiguity and mail processor 
emotional exhaustion, such that the relationship is more positive when 
crew members have poorer relations with the crew chief at Time 2.
Hypothesis 6b: Mail processor perceptions of crew chief support moderates the 
relationship between mail processor role conflict and mail processor 
emotional exhaustion, such that the relationship is more positive when 
crew members have poorer relations with the crew chief at Time 2.
Hypothesis 6c: Mail processor perceptions o f crew chief support moderates the 
relationship between mail processor emotional exhaustion and mail
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processor job satisfaction, such that the relationship is more negative 
when crew members have poor relations with the crew chief at Time 2.
Relationships among outcomes
The relationship between job  satisfaction and company commitment. There has 
been some debate in the literature regarding the causal ordering o f job satisfaction and 
company commitment (Curry, Wakefield, Price, & Mueller, 1986; Farkas & Tetrick, 
1989; Mathieu & Farr, 1991; Williams & Hazer, 1986). A longitudinal study o f 129 
nursing department employees by Bateman and Strasser (1984) found that job 
satisfaction at Time 1 did not predict company commitment at Time 2 (five months 
later), after controlling for commitment at Time 1. In fact, they found Time 1 
assessments o f company commitment predicted Time 2 levels o f job satisfaction, 
suggesting that job satisfaction is an outcome o f company commitment. Bateman and 
Strasser explain this finding using cognitive dissonance theory, in that employees re­
evaluate their perceptions o f job satisfaction to make them commensurate with their 
level o f commitment to the organization. Otherwise, employees will become 
distressed over the “dissonance” between their commitment and satisfaction levels. In 
contrast, Elangovan (2001) tested six competing models involving the causal ordering 
o f stress, satisfaction, company commitment, and turnover intentions using structural 
equations modeling with a sample o f 155 graduate business students. The study found 
the strongest support in the model where stress affects job satisfaction, job satisfaction 
leads to company commitment, and where commitment and turnover intentions are
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reciprocally related. However, it is important to note that the results of this study were 
based on cross-sectional data, and that a longitudinal sample is more appropriate for 
evaluating causal ordering. Farkas and Tetrick (1989) conducted a longitudinal study 
and suggested that the relationship between job satisfaction and company commitment 
may actually be reciprocal. However, most research has positioned job satisfaction as 
an antecedent to company commitment (e.g., Schaubroeck et al., 1989; Williams & 
Hazer, 1986). Therefore, in the proposed research, I hypothesize job satisfaction to be 
an antecedent to company commitment.
Hypothesis 7a: Mail processor job satisfaction is positively related to mail 
processor company commitment at Time 2.
The relationship between job  satisfaction and union commitment. The 
relationship between job satisfaction and union commitment remains unclear. Job 
satisfaction has been found to be positively related to union commitment in some 
studies (Gordon et al., 1980; Viswesvaran & Deshpande, 1993), negatively related to 
union commitment in other studies (Agars et al., 1998; Bamberger et al., 1999; 
Fullagar & Barling, 1989), and has also been found to have no relationship with union 
commitment (A. Cohen, 1993). In the proposed study, I believe that these variables 
should be positively related because improvements in job satisfaction should be 
perceived as a result o f a joint union-management initiative. That is, because the crew 
chief program is a jointly sponsored initiative, satisfied employees should demonstrate
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increased commitment to the union as well as the company. Employees reward the 
union and company with commitment for the increased satisfaction derived from the 
job. Therefore, I expect job satisfaction to have a positive effect on union 
commitment. A summary of the hypothesized relationships for evaluating the SSO 
model is presented in Figure 1.
Hypothesis 7b: Mail processor job satisfaction is positively related to mail 
processor union commitment at Time 2.
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Interventions for Reducing Stress 
In addition to the crew chief program being designed as an intervention to 
improve job attitudes and labor-management relations, the crew chief program also 
can be viewed as intervention to reduce stress. Interventions for managing workplace 
stress occur at three levels: primary, secondary, and tertiary. Primary level 
interventions focus on the modification o f environmental stressors to reduce the 
occurrence o f the stressors (Cartwright et al., 1995). Job design is an example of an 
organizational development initiative used to reduce the presence o f environmental 
stressors. The latter two levels focus on the outcomes and to a lesser extent the 
appraisal o f potentially stressful stimuli. Secondary level interventions focus on 
reducing the level of stress and strain, usually through stress management programs 
that teach alternate forms of appraising stressful stimuli and alleviating strain with 
techniques such as relaxation exercises. Tertiary level interventions focus on the 
treatment o f the negative outcomes associated with strain, such as psychological 
disorders, delivered via employee assistance programs and/or medical providers.
Many organizations implement interventions at the secondary and tertiary levels 
because of the commonly held assumption that the onus is on the individual to adapt to 
stressful environments (Cartwright et al., 1995; Kahn & Byosiere, 1992). Also, 
secondary and tertiary interventions are viewed as high profile means by which 
organizations are seen to be doing something about stress (Cartwright et al., 1995), 
and are usually less costly to implement than primary level interventions. For these
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reasons, organizations tend to rely on interventions at the secondary and tertiary levels 
and largely ignore those at the primary level.
In their review of the stress literature concerning the effectiveness o f current 
stress interventions, Cartwright et al. (1995) found EAPs and health promotion 
programs to reduce stress and strain, but noted that many studies o f tertiary level 
interventions have not been rigorous. Secondary interventions (e.g., stress 
management training) seem to have a positive effect for reducing stress, but benefits 
are likely to be eroded if  employees return to an unchanged work environment.
A meta-analysis o f 48 studies by van der Klink, Blonk, Schene, and Dijk 
(2001) found individual level interventions, which are those at the secondary and 
tertiary levels, to be successful in reducing psychological and physical strain and 
improving job satisfaction. However, they did not find significant effects on outcomes 
for programs at the organizational level. Van der Klink et al. argued that the failure to 
detect effects may be the result of examining outcomes at the individual level rather 
than at the level o f the organization. They reason that organizational (primary) level 
interventions may require more time to demonstrate effects at the individual level 
because o f intermediate effects that first must transpire. Unfortunately, the van der 
Klink et al. (2001) did not describe in detail what those intermediate effects might be. 
van der Klink et al. (2001) also posited that the current level o f decision latitude 
moderates the relationship between intervention success and perceived control, such 
that organizational level interventions will have stronger effects when employees 
perceive a lack of control in their work lives. However, the most likely explanation
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may be methodological; only five o f the 48 studies were available for estimating the 
effect size o f organizational level interventions, resulting in a tremendous lack of 
power. It also demonstrates the lack of research involving organization-focused 
interventions.
Cartwright et al. (1995) argued that the “one size fit all” nature o f secondary 
and tertiary programs is not appropriate for stress reduction in every organization. 
There are many potential sources of workplace stress that are not necessarily easy for 
individuals to identify and deal with effectively. The variety o f organization-directed 
strategies to prevent or limit stress fall in the area o f organizational development 
(Cartwright et al., 1995). The type of action required to reduce or eliminate workplace 
stressors will vary according to the kinds o f stressors operating, level o f coping skills 
o f those involved, and the organizational culture. Tailoring action to suit the assessed 
needs of the organization is likely to be more effective than any broad brush approach.
Interventions at the secondary and tertiary levels are also reactive and 
recuperative rather than proactive and preventive. Stressor reduction is preferred 
because it focuses on the source o f the problem and not the symptoms (Cartwright et 
al., 1995; Kahn & Byosiere, 1992). Thus, effective stress management should include 
interventions at the primary level to complement interventions at the lower levels 
(Cartwright et al., 1995). The major leadership challenge is to create organizational 
cultures and work environments that are productive and healthy (Quick et al., 1997).
In keeping with the recommendations by leading researchers in the field 
(Cartwright et al., 1995; Quick et al., 1997; Sauter et al., 1990), the crew chief
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program can be viewed as a stress intervention aimed at the primary level, with its 
primary goal to improve labor-management relations, a potential significant source of 
stress for employees (Kelloway et al., 1993; Tetrick & Fried, 1993). The reason it can 
be considered at the primary level is that it involves a change at the structural level. 
The primary goals o f the crew chief program were to improve labor-management 
relations via empowerment, increasing satisfaction with supervision, and leader 
support. These three pathways to improving relations should also result in reducing the 
level of perceived stressors such as role ambiguity and role conflict, as well as help 
employees cope with emotional exhaustion.
Hypothesis 8a: Mail processor role ambiguity will show a significant decrease 
at the experimental sites and will either remain constant or increase at 
the control sites.
Hypothesis 8b: Mail processor role conflict will show a significant decrease at 
the experimental sites and will either remain constant or increase at the 
control sites.
Hypothesis 9: Mail processor emotional exhaustion will show a significant 
decrease at the experimental sites and will either remain constant or 
increase at the control sites.
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Summary o f Hypotheses for Aims 1 and 2 
A summary of the hypotheses that comprise aims 1 and 2 o f this paper are 
restated below:
AIM 1: To perform a program evaluation of the crew chief initiative at the USPS by 
examining the effects of the crew chief program on mail processors in areas related to 
their experienced role stressors, job strain, job satisfaction, and company and union 
commitment.
Hypothesis 1: The difference in mail processor satisfaction with supervision from 
Time 1 to Time 2 will be greater for the experimental sites than the control sites. 
Hypothesis 2: Mail processor job satisfaction will show a greater increase from Time 1 
to Time 2 at the experimental sites than at the control sites.
Hypothesis 3: Mail processor company commitment will show a greater increase from 
Time 1 to Time 2 at the experimental sites than at the control sites.
Hypothesis 4: Mail processor union commitment will show a greater increase from 
Time 1 to Time 2 at the experimental sites than at the control sites.
Hypothesis 8a: Mail processor role ambiguity will show a greater decrease from Time 
1 to Time 2 at the experimental sites than at the control sites.
Hypothesis 8b: Mail processor role conflict will show a greater decrease from Time 1 
to Time 2 at the experimental sites than at the control sites.
Hypothesis 9: Mail processor emotional exhaustion will show a greater decrease from 
Time 1 to Time 2 at the experimental sites than at the control sites.
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AIM 2: To replicate and extend the stressor-strain-outcome model of stress and to test 
the proposition that mail processor perceptions of support from crew chiefs moderates 
the relationships between stressors and strain and strain and outcomes.
Hypothesis 5a: Mail processor perceptions of crew chief support are negatively related 
to mail processor role ambiguity.
Hypothesis 5b: Mail processor perceptions of crew chief support are negatively related 
to mail processor role conflict.
Hypothesis 5c: Mail processor perceptions o f crew chief support are negatively related 
to mail processor emotional exhaustion.
Hypothesis 5d: Mail processor perceptions o f crew chief support are positively related 
to mail processor job satisfaction.
Hypothesis 5e: Mail processor perceptions o f crew chief support are positively related 
to mail processor company commitment.
Hypothesis 5f: Mail processor perceptions o f crew chief support are positively related 
to mail processor union commitment.
Hypothesis 6a: Mail processor perceptions o f crew chief support moderates the 
relationship between mail processor role ambiguity and mail processor 
emotional exhaustion, such that the relationship is more positive when crew 
members have poorer relations with the crew chief.
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Hypothesis 6b: Mail processor perceptions o f crew chief support moderates the
relationship between mail processor role conflict and mail processor emotional 
exhaustion, such that the relationship is more positive when crew members 
have poorer relations with the crew chief.
Hypothesis 6c: Mail processor perceptions of crew chief support moderates the
relationship between mail processor emotional exhaustion and mail processor 
job satisfaction, such that the relationship is more negative when crew 
members have poor relations with the crew chief.
Hypothesis 7a: Mail processor job satisfaction is positively related to mail processor 
company commitment.
Hypothesis 7b: Mail processor job satisfaction is positively related to mail processor 
union commitment.
Chapter 6. Method
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Data
This study used archival data obtained from a study that used a longitudinal, 
quasi-experimental design. More specifically, the data were collected using an 
untreated control group design with pretest and posttest (Cook, Campbell, & 
Peracchio, 1992). The study design is presented in Figure 2. The hypotheses that 
constitute Aim 1 rely on the integrity of the design to reach proper conclusions 
regarding the effectiveness of the crew chief program. In this design, the control group 
and experimental group are deemed to be similar at baseline and exposed to similar 
contextual influences with the exception o f the intervention. Thus, any differential 
change between the groups can then be attributed to the intervention. The hypotheses 
o f Aim 2 are cross-sectional in nature, and are not intended to test causation directly, 
although they do imply underlying causal relationships. Duplicates o f the 
questionnaires, including the frequencies of mail processor responses, are provided in 
Appendix A.
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Participants
Participants were USPS employees who held the mail processor position 
and/or crew chief position. Chapter 2 provides a detailed description o f their job duties 
and work environment. All employees were surveyed during their working hours at 
the nine study sites in 1992 and 1993. A total o f 661 questionnaires were returned at 
Time 1, 481 from the experimental sites and 180 from the control sites. The Time 2 
surveys were administered in 1993 after the crew chiefs had been in place for almost a 
year, except for the first site, where the time lag was longer by six months. A total of 
961 questionnaires were returned at Time 2, 538 mail processors and 74 crew chiefs 
from the experimental sites and 350 mail processors from the control sites. These 
sample sizes represented nearly all employees working in these positions and who 
were present during the time the data were gathered.
One hundred sixty seven mail processor and 41 crew chief surveys were 
initially matched from Time 1 to Time 2 for the experimental sites. For participants at 
the control sites, 95 surveys were initially matched from Time 1 to Time 2. The 
remainder o f the participants were not matched because they were not employed at 
both times, filled out the survey anonymously, or refused to participate.
The research team that collected the data compared the demographic data 
supplied at Time 1 and Time 2 for all participants within a given site, and a pair was 
considered a match if all of the demographic variables were consistent between the 
two time points. The strength of each match was either rated as “strong” or “weak.” 
Weak matches were those that the research team was 90% confident about, and for
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which there was no other potential match. However, during data cleaning, I discovered 
some discrepancies in the demographic data from Time 1 to Time 2 .1 also learned that 
because o f the poor state o f labor-management relations at the time, respondents were 
very concerned about being identified. Thus, some employees may have distorted their 
responses to the demographic items to avoid being identified.
To investigate these data quality issues, I conducted a series o f analyses 
exploring whether there were differences among those who were unmatched, weakly 
matched, and strongly matched. At Time 1, there were no differences among the 
groups on any o f the outcome variables. However, at Time 2 those who were not 
matched reported higher job satisfaction, union and company commitment, and 
supervisor satisfaction and lower burnout and role conflict than the matched groups. 
Further examination also revealed that those who were not matched had significantly 
less tenure and were younger than those who were matched at Time 2, but were not 
significantly different at Time 1. There was also no significant group (intervention vs. 
control) by matched interactions at either time point. These results are consistent with 
the fact that more employees were hired since Time 1 and it is these new employees 
that are likely causing the differences in attitudes between the matched and non­
matched groups (i.e., new employees were more likely to be unmatched because they 
were not available at Time 1). Taken as a whole, these results provide some evidence 
that mail processors who were matched and unmatched did not differ on the outcomes 
of interest.
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The research team that collected the data has a very high confidence in the 
matching of the data from Time 1 to Time 2. Through multiple phone conversations 
and e-mail communications, Dr. Martin assured me that the matching process was 
done meticulously and painstakingly, to the point that individual surveys from Time 1 
to Time 2 that were established as a potential match were further examined based on 
the similarity in handwriting between the two timepoints. To ensure an even higher 
level of data integrity, I limited the sample to those who were strong matches and were 
consistent in their reported demographic characteristics from Time 1 and Time 2.
Thus, my initial Level 1 N  o f 262 was reduced to 177. The number o f mail processors 
in each Level 2 unit is presented in Table 1.
Table 1
Number o f  strongly matched participants by city and tour
Tour 1 Tour 2 Tour 3 Total
Sacramento 12 1 11 24
San Jose 5 4 10 19
Minneapolis 14 5 9 28
St. Paul 2 5 6 13
Royal Oak 8 1 5 14
Louisville 14 2 8 24
Birmingham 9 3 9 21
Rochester 6 3 4 13
Valley Forge 6 8 7 21
Total 76 32 69 177
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Procedure
A national-level APWU-USPS task force established by the 1991 
Memorandum of Understanding (see Chapter 2 for details) was responsible for 
selecting the location o f the six intervention sites and developing the job descriptions 
and training program for the crew chiefs. The task force chose the locations of the 
intervention sites based on three criteria: (1) sites needed to be spread out 
geographically around the country, (2) the local APWU affiliates expressed an interest 
in becoming an intervention site, and (3) the management members of the national 
task force believed that management at a site would actually implement the crew chief 
program as stipulated in the memorandum of understanding. The task force also 
selected three control sites that were similar in size and geography. The locations of 
the nine sites where data were collected are presented in Table 2. The crew chief 
program was also implemented at a seventh site, Lehigh Valley, after the collection 
period for the baseline data. This site was not included in any of the longitudinal 
analyses. A steering committee comprised o f union members and management at each 
experimental site was responsible for selecting crew chiefs at its respective site. 
Although there were some differences among sites in how the sites selected crew 
chiefs, the majority o f sites used seniority as the primary criterion.
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Table 2
Number ofparticipants at each mail processing site for time 1 and time 2
Intervention Time 1N
Time 2
N Control
Time 1
N
Time 2
N
Birmingham, AL 86 99 (9) Minneapolis, MN 85 194
Louisville, KY 117 154 (21) San Jose, CA 31 58
Rochester, NY 40 40(10) Valley Forge, PA 65 98
Royal Oak, MI 66 8 8 (12)
Sacramento, CA 95 84(11)
St. Paul, MN 73 72(11)
Note: Parentheses indicated additional participants who were crew chiefs.
The implementation o f the crew chief initiative began at the first site in July 
1992. Before the introduction o f crew chiefs at the second site, the newly appointed 
Postmaster General proposed a major reorganization of the USPS, which caused a 
delay in further deployment of the trials while the details of that reorganization were 
being formulated and taking place. However, the Time 1 surveying had already been 
completed at three sites. In early November 1992, the work on the project resumed, 
and the Time 1 surveying was completed shortly after. The crew chief program was 
deployed in the five remaining sites in January 1993.
Measures
Wherever possible, the research team that developed the survey questionnaire 
chose standard scales or items and scales adapted from previously published work to
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measure the constructs of interest. The research team also collected data on various 
demographic characteristics, such as tenure and education, at both time periods. All 
employees at Time 1 received identical surveys, as all o f them were mail processors at 
this time and the crew chief program had not yet been implemented at their respective 
sites. In fact, there was no mention o f the term "crew chief' in the Time 1 survey. At 
Time 2, there were three versions of the questionnaire. One version pertained to mail 
processors at the control sites, a second version pertained to mail processors at the 
intervention sites, and a third version pertained to crew chiefs at the intervention sites. 
For the most part, the proposed measures used in this study were common to all 
versions. I note the exceptions in the specific description of each measure. A summary 
of the measures used, whom they were collected from, and time o f administration is 
presented in Tables 3 and 4.
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Perceptions o f  crew chief support
Mail processor perceptions of support from crew chiefs were measured with 
the work facilitation -  subordinate relations scale o f Module 5 o f the Michigan 
Organizational Assessment Questionnaire (MOAQ; Cammann et al., 1983). The 
MOAQ is a well validated tool for assessing organizational characteristics as observed 
by employees and attitudes regarding the organization and the job. This module of the 
MOAQ focuses on supervisory behaviors that shape an employee’s work environment 
and provides information on how managerial duties are carried out. The work 
facilitation -  subordinate relations scale measures “the extent to which the supervisor 
[crew chief] maintains good communication and helpful, equitable relations with 
subordinates” (Cammann et al., 1983, p. 105). The scale consists o f 7 items rated on a 
7-point, Likert-type scale (1 = Strongly Disagree and 7 = Strongly Agree). One item 
was dropped from the original scale (“tends to play favorites”), which had the lowest 
factor loading (.36) reported by Cammann et al., and will be replaced with another 
(“are readily available if  I need help”) that is more consistent with assessing support 
perceptions. I computed the mean o f the items to create a scale score, with higher 
scores representing more positive perceptions of crew chief support. The internal 
consistency for this scale was estimated by Cammann et al. (1983) to be .93 . Mail 
processors only completed this scale at Time 2.
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Satisfaction with Supervision
Satisfaction with supervision was measured with a three item scale adapted 
from the satisfaction with supervision subscale o f the Index of Organizational 
Reactions (IOR) (Smith, 1976). The complete IOR is an instrument intended to 
measure eight facets of job satisfaction and has strong support for its construct validity 
(Dunham, Smith, & Blackburn, 1977; Goffm & Jackson, 1988). The items target 
employee perceptions concerning whether they would feel better of under different 
supervision, whether they are satisfied with the supervision they receive, and whether 
the supervision employees receive motivates them to exert greater effort. It is 
important to note that this scale has no specific referent, and assumed employees are 
providing ratings concerning their immediate supervision, whether it was primarily 
from crew chiefs at the experimental sites at Time-2 or traditional supervisors at Time- 
1 and/or Time-2 for the control sites. The crew chief survey did not contain these 
items. Each item is rated on a 5-point, Likert-type scale, however, the anchors are 
specific to each item in an effort to reduce response bias. The mean o f the items was 
used to represent supervisory satisfaction, with higher scores representing higher 
satisfaction with one’s supervision. The internal consistency estimate for the adapted 
scale based on the Time-1 data is .86.
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Job satisfaction
There are two general ways in which job satisfaction has been measured in 
prior literature; as a global measure and as one that is the sum of multiple facets 
(Ironson, Smith, Brannick, Gibson, & Paul, 1989). Global measures of job satisfaction 
focus on assessing an individual’s holistic evaluation o f the job, while facet measures 
focus on assessing satisfaction with specific areas such as pay, benefits, supervisor, 
and coworkers. Facet conceptualizations are most useful for studying the different 
components o f job satisfaction with predictors or criteria of similar specificity 
(Ironson et al., 1989). Research also suggests that aggregating facet attitudes is not 
equivalent to and is inferior to global assessments for assessing overall job satisfaction 
(Highhouse & Becker, 1993; Ironson et al., 1989). This may occur because facet 
measures may fail to account for factors that contribute to job satisfaction that are 
implicitly assessed with global measures. However, Tett and Meyer (1993) found no 
differences between global and facet measures of satisfaction in their relationships 
with organizational commitment, turnover intentions, and turnover. Given that most of 
the variables in this study that are proposed to be related to job satisfaction are also 
global in nature (e.g., emotional exhaustion, organizational commitment, union 
commitment), it is therefore important to measure job satisfaction at the global level to 
maintain correspondence among the constructs o f interest. In addition, because o f the 
research evidence concerning the psychometric superiority of global measures of job 
satisfaction over the sum of facet measures for assessing global job satisfaction, I 
chose to employ a global measure of job satisfaction.
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Employee job satisfaction was measured with the job satisfaction scale of 
Module 2 o f the MOAQ (Cammann et al., 1983). Module 2 o f the MOAQ focuses on 
assessing employee attitudes about various rewards available in the work place. The 
job satisfaction scale consists o f three items, and its internal consistency has been 
estimated by Cammann et al. (1983) to be .77. This scale was chosen because it is 
brief while maintaining acceptable psychometric properties and is a measure o f global 
job satisfaction. Each item is rated on 5-point, Likert-type scale (1 = Strongly 
Disagree and 5 = Strongly Agree). I used the mean o f the items to score this scale, 
with higher scores representing higher levels o f job satisfaction.
Company commitment
Commitment to the USPS was measured with a three item scale used in 
previous studies (Magenau et al., 1988; Martin et al., 1986; Martin & Peterson, 1987). 
The company commitment scale is an adaptation o f Mowday, Steers, and Porter’s 
(1979) Organizational Commitment Questionnaire, and the item content is consistent 
with the affective dimension of commitment (cf. Allen & Meyer, 1990; Meyer & 
Allen, 1997). In a personal communication dated March 10 ,1986, Thacker and 
Fields (as cited in Martin & Peterson, 1987; Thacker & Fields, 1986) reported a 
correlation o f .94 between the abbreviated scale and the positively worded items 
comprising Mowday et al.’s (1979) scale, providing strong convergent validity 
evidence. Each item is rated on 7-point, Likert-type scale (1 = Strongly Disagree and 7 
= Strongly Agree). I computed summary scores as the mean of the items, with higher
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scores indicating higher levels of commitment. Martin and Peterson (1987) reported 
the internal consistency reliability for this scale was estimated to be .88 .
Union commitment
Commitment to the union was measured with a three item scale used in 
previous studies (Magenau et al., 1988; Martin et al., 1986; Martin & Peterson, 1987). 
The union commitment scale is an abbreviated version of the union loyalty dimension 
o f the union commitment scale developed by Gordon, Philpot, Burt, Thompson and 
Spiller (1980). The three items selected to form the union commitment scale were the 
three that loaded highest on the union loyalty dimension o f Gordon et al.’s factor 
analysis. These items closely parallel those o f the company commitment scale. Martin 
et al. (1986) found the three item scale to correlate .86 with the total score o f the 31 
items comprising Gordon et al.’s (1980) union commitment scale, which provide 
evidence for the scale’s convergent validity. Each item is rated on 7-point, Likert-type 
scale (1 = Strongly Disagree and 7 = Strongly Agree). I computed summary scores as 
the mean of the items, with higher scores indicating higher levels of commitment. 
Martin and Peterson (1987) reported the internal consistency reliability for this scale 
to be .78.
Role conflict and role ambiguity
Both role stressors were measured using scales developed by (Rizzo et al., 
1970). The role conflict scale focuses on the “congruency-incongruency or 
compatibility-incompatibility in the requirements of the role” (Rizzo et al., 1970, p.
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155). That is, the role conflict scale measures the degree to which an individual 
perceives that the demands placed on him or her from one role sender interferes with 
meeting the demands o f other role sender. The role ambiguity scale concerns the 
degree to which role responsibilities are clearly defined and to which the outcomes of 
one’s behavior are predictable. The items that comprise these scales have been found 
to load on factors that are clearly based on their respective constructs and demonstrate 
criterion-related validity (Rizzo et al., 1970). There are six items for each scale, which 
are all rated on 7-point, Likert-type scales (1 = Strongly Disagree and 7 = Strongly 
Agree). I computed scores by taking the mean of the items for each scale, with higher 
scores indicating higher levels o f role stress. The internal consistency was estimated 
by Rizzo et al. (1970) to be .82 for the role conflict scale and .80 for the role 
ambiguity scale.
Emotional exhaustion
Emotional exhaustion was measured using an abbreviated version of the 
corresponding dimension o f the Maslach Burnout Inventory (Maslach et al., 1996).
The emotional exhaustion scale assesses the degree to which an individual feels 
emotionally overextended and exhausted as a result o f his or her work. The original 
scale consists o f nine items, and has an internal consistency estimate o f .90 and a test- 
retest reliability based on an interval of 2 to 4 weeks o f .82 (Maslach, Jackson, & 
Leiter, 1997). The emotional exhaustion scale has also been demonstrated to have 
strong construct validity (Koeske & Koeske, 1989; Maslach et al., 1997). Three items
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were selected to form the abbreviated scale, and these three items had the strongest 
loadings (all were above .71) on the emotional exhaustion factor based on factor 
analyses o f five separate samples (Koeske & Koeske, 1989). The items were measured 
on 5-point, Likert-type scales (1 = Strongly Disagree and 5 = Strongly Agree). I 
computed scale scores by taking the mean o f the three items, with higher scores 
reflecting higher levels of emotional exhaustion.
Design Issues
Establishing internal validity is required to establish that any effects found for 
the experimental group, in this case those sites that employed crew chiefs, occurred as 
a result o f the treatment, and would not have arisen if crew chiefs were not 
implemented (Cook et al., 1992). Maturation, statistical regression, and selection 
were controlled to a large extent by employing a control group. Maturation occurs 
when participants’ responses on the dependent variable change because o f changes in 
participants during the period of study (e.g., gaining seniority) rather than as a result of 
the treatment. Statistical regression is a general trend for extreme high and low scorers 
on the dependent variable at Time 1 to score closer to the mean at Time 2, even 
without treatment. Any maturation or statistical regression effects should be present 
in the control group as well as the experimental group.
Selection effects occur when the experimental and control groups have 
different characteristics that differentially affect the dependent variable. There was an 
effort to select control sites that were similar to the experimental sites in terms of their
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geographical location and demographic characteristics o f the workforce. However, 
participants at the experimental sites may still differ in ways that may affect the 
results. Therefore, I examined the respondents’ demographic characteristics as well as 
pre-test scores for differences at Time 1 to determine if selection and any interactions 
involving selection are legitimate threats in this study.
Testing occurs when the act o f filling out Time 1 measures affects the scores of 
Time 2 measures. This threat should be of little concern given that the measures were 
attitudinal and not performance-oriented. In addition, the questionnaires were given 
one year apart, making it unlikely that respondents remembered what they answered 
previously. Diffusion o f treatment, compensatory equalization o f treatment, 
compensatory rivalry, and resentful demoralization should also be o f little concern for 
this study, as the control sites were unaware that they were serving as controls. 
Employees at the control sites were informed that the questionnaires given were part 
o f a yearly assessment o f job attitudes.
History effects occur when an unexpected event takes place during the 
intervention that affects the dependent variable at Time 2. History is a concern in the 
current study, given that an organizational change event occurred during data 
collection that was intended to affect participant responses. To address this threat, I 
created a variable identifying those participants who filled out the Time 1 
questionnaires before and after the reorganization, and I used this as a covariate when 
evaluating the hypotheses of Aim 1. Any threats from instrumentation are limited by 
employing instruments that contain the same questions from Time 1 to Time 2.
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However, the instruments do differ in that there were additional questions asked at 
Time 2, most notably those asking about the crew chief program. It may be possible 
for these additional items to influence participants’ responses on the items comprising 
the dependent variables. However, these additional questions were necessary for 
evaluating Aim 2 and contained items that were of importance to the USPS and 
APWU regarding the crew chief program.
Mortality, or attrition, could confound the results of this study. This is apparent 
in that only 303 out o f 661 participants (45.8%) completed both Time 1 and Time 2 
questionnaires. I further examined this potential threat by comparing those who were 
able to be strongly matched to those who were unmatched for differences in 
demographic characteristics. There were no differences in education, hours, tenure, 
age, sex, wave, race, or union membership after controlling for familywise type I 
error. There was an association of matching and group, x2 (1) = 14.80,/? < .001, such 
that participants in the control group were more likely to be matched. O f those 
participants who were enrolled from the experimental sites, 22.7% were strongly 
matched, whereas 37.6% of participants from the control sites were strongly matched. 
The effect size of this relationship was 9 = .15 (approximately equal to a Cohen’s d  of 
.30), indicating that the strength o f the relationship between group and match is larger 
than Cohen’s (1987) definition o f a small effect size (d =  .20). Mortality effects may 
also be present as a result of unmeasured characteristics, such as job performance 
(e.g., employees who leave may be more likely to be poor performers, and poor 
performers have different job attitudes and perceptions than high performers). It is also
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important to note that these tests may not be a direct test o f attrition effects because 
the nature o f the matching does not distinguish between unmatched individuals who 
left the USPS and those who could not be matched.
Analyses
The analyses were based on data that were originally collected and prepared by 
Dr. Martin’s research team. Before proceeding with the data analysis, I examined the 
variable distributions for normality by computing means, standard deviations, kurtosis 
and skewness statistics. Missing data for scale items were handled by requiring data 
for 80% of the items before computing a scale for a particular case (Downey & King, 
1998; Schafer & Graham, 2002). The amount o f the remaining missing data was very 
small (ranged from 0% to 1.7% for Aim 1 analyses and 1.2% for Aim 2 analysis), and 
I handled any remaining missing data via maximum likelihood approaches embedded 
within the HLM and structural equation model analyses.
To avoid possible misinterpretation of the results because o f pre-existing 
differences, demographic characteristics were included as control variables in the 
analyses where appropriate. Employee demographic differences, such as age, tenure, 
education and gender, may be important because they can affect initial attitudes 
(Macy, Peterson, & Norton, 1989). Kahnweiler and Thompson (2000) examined 
demographic correlates o f actual and desired decision making among 826 
nonmanagerial employees, and found a nonlinear relationship with age, such that 
middle aged individuals were more likely to desire involvement than younger or older
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workers and that education was positively related to desired and perceived 
involvement in decisions. Employees with higher education levels wanted and 
believed they had more input in decisions than those employees with less education. 
They did not find gender differences in either desired or actual participation.
Therefore, I decided to include education as a covariate and not to include gender as a 
covariate in the analyses.
Because initial interactions are an important factor in the development of high- 
quality exchange relationships (Bauer & Green, 1996; Dienesch & Liden, 1986), it 
was important to control for tenure. Newer employees may have different attitudes 
when they first join the organization because they have not worked for their supervisor 
as long. Newer employees may also have a different perspective if they are entering at 
a time of better or worse labor relations. Hence, if  tenure was not controlled, it could 
represent a potential alternate explanation for any changes that I might have found. 
Thus, it was important to control for tenure as well as education in this study. I did not 
control for age because of its high correlation with tenure, which can create 
multicollinearity problems in multivariate analyses. I gave priority to tenure because it 
is, by definition, more commensurate with and thus potentially more relevant to 
organizational outcomes than age. Although age has been found to have nonlinear 
effects with perceived participation (Kahnweiler & Thompson, 2000) and is highly 
correlated with tenure, only the potential linear effects o f tenure were controlled for 
because previous research has established a linear relationship with tenure and 
relationship quality (Bauer & Green, 1996; Dienesch & Liden, 1986).
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Because a major reorganization took place while Time 1 surveying was in 
progress, it was possible that these changes may have affected the results. I controlled 
for this by using a dummy variable created by the original research team 
dichotomizing the three sites that were surveyed before the reorganization and the 
second three sites that were surveyed after the reorganization.
Hierarchical Linear Modeling
I used hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) to test the hypotheses o f the first 
aim, which center on evaluating the effects o f the program on job satisfaction, 
company commitment, union commitment, role ambiguity, role conflict, emotional 
exhaustion, and mail processor satisfaction with supervision. HLM is well suited for 
analyzing data with independent variables at multiple levels with dependent variables 
at the lowest level (Hofmann, Griffin, & Gavin, 2000). In this study, I considered 
work unit variables to be at the unit level and mail processor variables to be at the 
individual level. An important assumption in HLM is that cases at the lower level are 
nested within mutually exclusive cases at the higher level. In other words, mail 
processors cannot be nested within more than one work unit. Mail processors did not 
belong to intact groups, given that the structure of the mail processing teams at many 
sites allowed for the rotation of employees and/or crew chiefs/supervisors. Thus, I was 
not able to nest mail processors within supervisors or crew chiefs. However, I formed 
mutually exclusive groups by aggregating across sites by shift. These site by shift 
groups can be thought of as intact units because employees within each site by shift
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grouping are likely to have worked with each other and do not rotate across shifts or 
sites. These site by shift units also are likely to have developed their own climates and 
thus it is reasonable to assume that mail processors within units are more likely to 
exhibit similar attitudes versus employees between units.
The next step in the HLM process was to determine whether work-unit effects 
could explain variance in the dependent variable. It is inappropriate to evaluate 
research aims with inferential statistics that rely on the assumptions o f independence 
o f observations and constant variance when group level effects are present (Bryk & 
Raudenbush, 1992). In HLM, the random error variance from the work-unit 
component is constant for all mail processors in a work-unit. That is, mail processors 
in the same work-unit share the same random error variance. Another problem with 
using individual level analyses when work-unit effects are present is that the standard 
errors o f the work-unit variables are underestimated because they are calculated using 
the number o f mail processors instead of the number o f work-units. HLM resolves 
these issues by partitioning the error variance at the mail processor and work-unit 
levels (Hofmann et al., 2000). The first form of the intraclass correlation (ICC(l)), 
which is based on the ratio of between-group variance to total variance, can be 
interpreted as the proportion o f the total variance in a variable that can be explained by 
group membership (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992). I computed the ICC(l) for each 
dependent variable to determine the degree to which work-unit effects were present. 
This estimate also provided an upper bound estimate for the variance that can be 
explained by work-unit predictors (Bliese, 2000). Currently, there is no criterion for a
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minimum value of the ICC(l) to reflect significant unit-level effects that I was able to 
locate. However, in Monte Carlo simulations of nested data, Donner and Klar (1996) 
found that values of the ICC(l) as little as .01 can lead to incorrect statistical 
conclusions if the within-group relationships are not accounted for. Donner and Klar 
recommend that when dealing with the random assignment o f intact clusters, 
researchers should “inherently assume the existence o f intracluster correlation rather 
than attempt to rule it out using statistical testing procedures” (Donner & Klar, 1996, 
p. 437).
Estimates for the between-group and within-group variance were based on the 
results o f a random-coefficient regression model. The random-coefficient regression 
model is similar to ordinary least squares regression in that only the mail processor 
independent variables are included at this step, but differs in that the intercepts and 
slopes are allowed to vary across mail processors. Regression equations at two levels, 
known as Level 1 and Level 2, are computed simultaneously. Level 1 involves the 
independent, control, and dependent variables at the mail processor level, whereas 
Level 2 uses the intercept and slopes from Level 1 as the dependent variables. In this 
step, I used only an intercept term and a residual term to predict the Level 1 intercept 
and slope. The results o f this model demonstrate whether there is significant variation 
in the intercepts and slopes across work-units, which is indicated by a significant chi- 
square in the respective residual variance (Hofmann et al., 2000). The presence of 
significant variance in the residual term for the intercepts supports continuing to the 
intercepts-as-outcomes model, whereas the presence o f significant variance in the
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residual for slopes indicates the appropriateness for testing a slopes-as-outcomes 
model.
The intercepts-as-outcomes model is a continuation of the random-coefficient 
model, with the addition of work-unit variables in Level 2 of the equation to predict 
the intercept o f the Level 1 equation. If  the addition of the work-unit variable of 
interest significantly reduces the residual between-groups variance in intercepts, then 
the work-unit variable of interest is related to the mail processor level dependent 
variable after partialling out the variance explained by mail processor predictor 
variables. Put in another way, the intercept represents the adjusted mean for each 
work-unit on the dependent variable o f interest.
The interpretation of the Level 2 parameters may be difficult if  measures do 
not have a meaningful zero point (Hofmann & Gavin, 1998; Hofmann et al., 2000). 
When evaluating hypotheses using the intercepts-as-outcomes models, Hofmann and 
Gavin (1998) recommend centering variables around the overall or grand mean. With 
grand mean centering, the variance in the intercept term is equivalent to the between 
group variance in the dependent variable after controlling for the Level 1 dependent 
variables (Hofmann & Gavin, 1998; Hofmann et al., 2000). Another advantage of 
centering the variables about the grand mean is that it reduces multicollinearity 
resulting from the correlation between intercept and slope estimates across groups 
(Hofmann & Gavin, 1998).
My first research aim was to investigate whether the crew chief program was 
effective in improving mail processor satisfaction with supervision (Hypothesis 1), job
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satisfaction (Hypothesis 2), company (Hypothesis 3) and union commitment 
(Hypothesis 4) and in reducing role ambiguity (Hypothesis 8a), role conflict 
(Hypothesis 8b), and emotional exhaustion (Hypothesis 9) among mail processors. I 
used HLM to evaluate this aim rather than repeated-measures ANOVA because HLM 
takes into account that mail processors were nested within groups. I computed change 
scores for mail processors and crew chiefs by subtracting their score on a particular 
attitude at Time 1 from Time 2. The variables in this analysis have a meaningful zero 
point, which reflects no change, and thus I did not center them to facilitate 
interpretation o f the regression coefficients. Each o f the 7 major study variables for 
mail processors were modeled as a dependent variable with control variables 
(education and tenure) serving as independent variables in the Level 1 analysis. If 
there was between group variance to be explained in the slope and/or intercept, then a 
dichotomous control variable representing time o f administration (0 = before 
reorganization, 1 = after reorganization) and a dichotomous variable representing 
group (0 = control, 1 = experimental) were entered in the Level 2 equation. Thus, I 
used the HLM equation that follows to predict each of the 7 dependent variables:
Level 1: Aoutcome (Time 2 -  Time 1) = po + Pi(Education) + P2(Tenure) +
P3 (Outcome at Time 1) + r 
Level 2: Po = yo + y l (Group) + y 2(Time of administration) + uo 
A hypothesis was supported if the group coefficient was statistically significant 
and the sign o f the coefficient (y i) was positive, which indicates that the experimental
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sites demonstrated a greater amount o f positive change in the outcome. The value of 
the coefficient would also indicate the difference in experimental and control group 
means after controlling for tenure, education, and time o f administration.
Structural Equation Modeling
Aim 2 is concerned with testing a form of the SSO model using data from 
Time 2. The hypotheses that fall under this aim were that perceptions of crew chief 
support are negatively related to role stressors (Hypothesis 5a and Hypothesis 5b) and 
emotional exhaustion (Hypothesis 5c) and positively related to job satisfaction 
(Hypothesis 5d) and both forms o f commitment (Hypothesis 5e and Hypothesis 5f). In 
addition, I hypothesized that perceptions o f crew chief support would moderate the 
relationship between role stressors and emotion exhaustion (Hypothesis 6a and 
Hypothesis 6b) and the relationship between emotional exhaustion and job satisfaction 
(Hypothesis 6c). Finally, I hypothesized job satisfaction to be positively related to 
company (Hypothesis 7a) and union commitment (Hypothesis 7b).
The hypotheses o f Aim 2 were evaluated using covariance structure modeling 
with maximum likelihood estimation from AMOS 5.0 (Arbuckle, 2003). To assess 
model fit, I examined the chi square statistic, the ratio o f chi square to degrees of 
freedom, the Root Mean Square Error o f Approximation (RMSEA), the Comparative 
Fit Index (CFI), and the Parsimony Comparative Fit Index (PCFI). The RMSEA is the 
error per degree o f freedom of the fit of the covariance matrix implied by the model to 
the observed covariance matrix. The CFI compares the absolute fit o f the specified
Method 128
model to the absolute fit o f the independence model. The PCFI adjusts the CFI for the 
ratio o f the degrees o f freedom in the model to the degrees of freedom in the 
independence model, with values closer to 1.00 indicating better fit. My criteria for 
good model fit included a RMSEA of .08 or below (Browne & Cudeck, 1993; 
MacCallum, Browne, & Sugawara, 1996), and a CFI of .95 or above (Hu & Bentler, 
1999). In addition, I considered the model to exhibit good fit when most o f the values 
in the standardized residual matrix were below a value of 1.96. This corresponds to a 
95% confidence interval around an assumed residual o f 0. A measurement model was 
not required, as I evaluated the model at the manifest level.
To test for interaction effects in the model, I formed interaction terms by 
multiplying the moderator variable by the independent variable (Li et al., 1998). For 
Hypotheses 6a, 6b, and 6c this resulted in a total o f three interaction terms: role 
ambiguity X mail processor perceptions o f crew chief support (Hypothesis 6a), role 
conflict X mail processor perceptions o f crew chief support (Hypothesis 6b), and 
emotional exhaustion X mail processor perceptions of crew chief support (Hypothesis 
6c). The overall model is depicted in Figure 3.
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The sample for the covariance structure models consisted of the 538 mail 
processors from Time 2. Based on a power analysis with 538 cases, an alpha o f .05, 
and 19 degrees o f freedom, the structural equation model has 87% power to reject a 
model o f close fit (RMSEA <= .05) if  the model has truly mediocre fit (RMSEA =
.08), 85% power to reject a model of not close fit (RMSEA > .05) if  the model has 
truly good fit (RMSEA = .01), and 90% power to reject a model o f exact fit (RMSEA 
= .00) if the model has truly adequate fit (RMSEA = .05) (MacCallum et al., 1996).
The current study builds on previous research by simultaneously evaluating 
interaction and main effects in a covariance structure model, rather than testing 
moderator hypotheses via separate regression analyses for each outcome variable. 
Testing effects simultaneously is superior in that Type I error inflation is avoided and 
fit statistics are provided that enhance judging the adequacy o f the model as a whole. 
Including interaction effects in the model is also consistent with a systems perspective 
in that I did not examine parts o f the system in isolation. That is, I examined whether 
mail processor perceptions o f support from their crew chief influenced the 
relationships between stressor and strain variables and strain and outcome variables.
Chapter 7. Results
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Preliminary Analyses 
An examination o f the distributions for each of the study variables revealed 
that all distributions approached normality. Thus, I did not perform any 
transformations on the variables. Because o f the quasi-experimental nature of the 
current study, I examined whether there were differences in demographic 
characteristics at baseline. Comparisons of demographic characteristics at the control 
and intervention sites are presented in Table 5 .1 performed Fisher’s exact test or chi 
square tests to determine differences across sites in categorical variables, and 
independent samples t-tests to investigate differences in continuous variables. None of 
these tests were significant, suggesting that the distributions o f demographic 
characteristics were similar across the intervention and control sites. This provides 
some evidence for the equivalency of groups at baseline.
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Table 5
Demographic characteristics by group and for total sample at baseline
Intervention Site Control Site Total
Sex
Race/Ethnicity
Men 278 (59.4%) 122 (68.2%) 400 (61.8%)
Women 190 (40.6%) 57(31.8%) 247 (38.2%)
Caucasian 282 (60.3%) 117(66.1%) 399 (62.0%)
African-American 90(19.3%) 22 (12.4%) 112(17.4%)
Hispanic/Latino 13 (2.8%) 6 (3.4%) 19(3.0%)
Asian-American 21 (4.5%) 14 (7.9%) 35 (5.4%)
Native American 3 (0.6%) 0 (0%) 3 (0.5%)
Other 12(2.6%) 1 (0.6%) 13 (2.0%)
Prefer not to state 46 (9.9%) 17(9.6%) 63 (9.8%)
Position Classification
Transitional
Employee
Part-time flexible
Part-time regular
Full-time regular
Union Membership
12(2.5%)
133 (27.8%) 
3 (0.6%) 
330(69.1%)
1 (0 .6%)
43 (23.9%) 
2 ( 1.1%) 
134 (74.4%)
13 (2.0%)
176 (26.7%) 
5 (0.8%) 
464 (70.5%)
Not member 99 (20.8%) 25 (13.9%) 124(18.9%)
APWU member 377 (79.2%) 155 (86.1%) 532 (81.1%)
Age M=38.54,50=8.65
M=37.90,
50=8.15  ^
11 
ii 
^
 
o° 
oo
C/
l 
u>
Postal Service 
Tenure M =5.08,50=3.96
M=5.66,
50=3.39 M =5.24,50=3.82
Education M=13.62,50=1.43
M=13.69,
50=1.54
M=13.64,
50=1.46
Average hours per 
week in last month
M=42.34,
50=5.12
M=41.58,
50=6.02
M=42.13,
50=5.39
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The total sample at baseline consisted o f 61.8% men with a mean age of 38.37 
years (SD = 8.52) and mean years of education o f 13.64 (SD = 1.46). Sixty-two 
percent of the participants were Caucasian, 17.4% were African-American, 5.4% were 
Asian-American, 3.0% were Hispanic/Latino, 2.5% were Native American or other, 
and 9.8% of the sample preferred not to state their race/ethnicity. Most o f the sample 
belonged to the APWU union (81.1%), and had worked for the postal service an 
average of 5.24 years (SD = 3.82). The mean number o f hours per week worked in the 
last month was 42.13 hours (SD = 5.39), where 70.5% of the sample were classified as 
full-time regular employees, 26.7% as part-time flexible, and 2.8% as either 
transitional or part-time regular.
I provide the means, standard deviations, Cronbach’s alpha, and scale 
intercorrelations for Time 1 and Time 2 in Table 6 and Table 7, respectively. The 
correlation coefficients among the study variables are very similar from Time 1 to 
Time 2, with the exception o f the relationships of the variables with USPS tenure. At 
Time 1, the correlations between USPS tenure and the other variables are almost all 
nonsignificant, whereas the relationships are all significant at Time 2.
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Table 8 presents the intercorrelations among the study variables at Time 1 and 
Time 2 for the subsample that I used to evaluate the hypotheses o f Aim 1. Recall that 
this subsample contains only those cases that I was able to confidently match across 
the two timepoints (n = 111). In this subsample, the pattern o f correlations at Time 1 is 
very similar to the correlations at Time 2. Even the relationships between postal 
service tenure and the study variables were similar across the two time points, unlike 
the pattern found between the two time points in the full sample.
One possible explanation for this result may be the increase in newly hired 
employees that were present at Time 2, as indicated by the smaller mean tenure at 
Time 2 (M=5.03,5ZX3.46) compared to Time 1 (M=5.25, S7X3.85) and increase in 
number employees from Time 1 (N = 660) to Time 2 (N = 916). Thus, it seems 
plausible that the combination o f reduced range restriction and increased N  at Time 2 
influenced the level and significance o f the correlations o f tenure with the study 
variables.
I also tested for demographic differences between the intervention and control 
sites in the Aim 1 subsample. O f the demographic characteristics, I found only one 
significant difference. Employees at the control sites (M  = 7.52, SD = 3.62) had more 
tenure at the postal service than the intervention sites (M  = 5.61, SD = 3.00), f(175) = 
3.79,p  < .01. However, it is important to note that I controlled for tenure in the Aim 1 
analyses, which would mitigate any confounding effects as a result o f differences in 
tenure.
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Table 9 provides the means and standard deviations for the Aim 1 subsample. 
For the subsample as a whole, role conflict decreased from Time 1 (M  = 4.58, SD = 
1.24) to Time 2 (M =  4.37, SD = 1.18), /(173) = 2.73,p  < .01, and role ambiguity 
decreased from Time 1 (M =  3.45, SD =1.13) to Time 2 (M =  3.26, SD = 1.07), /(175) 
= 2.33,p  = .02. Emotional exhaustion decreased from Time 1 (M =  3.82, SD = 1.01) 
to Time 2 (M =  3.66, SD = 1.08), t(176) = 2.09,p  = .04. Employees also reported 
more satisfaction with their supervision at Time 2 (M  = 2.53, SD = 1.03) compared to 
Time 1 (M =  2.36, SD = 0.97), i(176) = 2.30, p  = .02. However, union commitment 
decreased from Time 1 (M =  3.33, SD = 1.74) to Time 2 (M =  3.02, SD = 1.69), <175) 
= 2.72, p  < .01. There were no differences from Time 1 to Time 2 in job satisfaction 
and company commitment. It is also important to note that implementing a 
Bonferronni correction to control for familywise Type I error (.05/7 tests) would result 
in statistically significant differences only for role conflict and union commitment ip 
< .007).
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Table 9
Means and standard deviations o f study variables for matched sample at Time 1 and 
Time 2
Mean
Time 1 
SD N Mean
Time 2 
SD N
1. USPS Tenure 5.28 3.26 111 6.34 3.37 111
2. Education 13.75 1.57 175 13.90 1.50 176
3. Role Conflict 4.58 1.24 176 4.37 1.18 174
4. Role Ambiguity 3.45 1.13 111 3.26 1.07 176
5. Emotional Exhaustion 3.82 1 . 0 1 111 3.66 1.08 111
6 . Satisfaction with 
Supervision 2.36 0.97 111 2.53 1.03 111
7. Company Commitment 3.83 1.69 111 3.70 1.73 176
8 . Union Commitment 3.33 1.74 177 3.02 1.69 176
9. Job Satisfaction 3.23 1 . 1 0 111 3.15 1.14 177
Analysis o f  Aim 1
I evaluated all o f the hypotheses of Aim 1, which centers on the effectiveness 
o f the crew chief program, with HLM. The first step is to establish that there was 
significant variance available to be explained by group level variables. Therefore, each 
o f the seven difference scores for the outcomes of interest were regressed on the Time 
1 score o f the corresponding outcome variable, education, and tenure. Table 10 
presents the results o f the unconditional tests, including the reliabilities o f the 
intercepts (an estimate o f how well the observed means (Bo) for each work unit are 
indicative of the true means), the intraclass correlations (percentage o f variance that 
can be explained by work unit level variables), and the residual variance estimates and
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the associated chi-square tests of those residual variances. To continue to the 
intercepts-as-outcomes regression model, there must be significant variance present 
for Level 2 predictors to explain.
Table 10
Overall model results o f the unconditional random-coefficients regression models for  
each outcome variable
Outcome
Reliability 
of B0
Intraclass
Correlation
(ICC)
Variance 
of U0
X2 Test of 
U0 P value o f x2
Role Conflict .12 .02 0.02 31.37 (25) .18
Role Ambiguity .06 .01 0.01 24.97 (25) >.50
Emotional
Exhaustion .00 .00 0.00 18.94 (25) >.50
Satisfaction with 
Supervision .54 .17 0.13 58.34(25) <.01
Company
Commitment .17 .03 0.05 30.82 (25) .20
Union Commitment .23 .04 0.07 31.89 (25) .16
Job Satisfaction .26 .05 0.05 35.41 (25) .08
Based on the results o f the unconditional tests, it appears that there is not 
significant variance available to be explained by group-level variables for most o f the 
outcome variables of interest. There was almost no residual variance in Bo for role 
ambiguity (ICC = .01; Uo = .01, y2 (25) = 24.97,/? >.50) and emotional exhaustion 
(ICC = .00; U o= .00, x2 (25) = 18.94,/? >.50). There was no significant residual 
variance in company commitment (ICC = .03; U o= .05, y2 (25) = 30.82,/? =.20), role
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conflict (ICC = .02; Uo= .02, x2 (25) = 31.37,/? =.18), or union commitment (ICC = 
.04; Uo= .07, x2 (25) = 31.89,/? =.16). Thus, there was no support for Hypothesis 3, 
Hypothesis 4, Hypothesis 8a, Hypothesis 8b, and Hypothesis 9. After controlling for 
education and tenure, there was no variance in company or union commitment, role 
conflict, role ambiguity, or emotional exhaustion at the work unit level to be explained 
by the intervention. There was marginally significant residual variance in job 
satisfaction (ICC = .06; Uo= .05, x2 (25) = 35.41,/? =.08). The only outcome to have 
significant residual variance was satisfaction with supervision (ICC = .17 ;U o= .13 ,x  
(25) = 58.34,/? <.01). Although the residual variance was only marginally significant 
for job satisfaction, I proceeded to evaluate the intercepts-as-outcomes model for this 
variable and satisfaction with supervision to determine whether the intervention 
accounted for significant variance in the intercept.
Two variables were entered in the Level 2 intercept equation for supervision 
and job satisfaction, time o f administration (covariate) and group (intervention vs. 
control). Recall that mail processors were nested within site by tour units. I present the 
results o f these analyses in Table 11 and Table 12. For satisfaction with supervision, 
there was no significant improvement in the model as indicated by the reduction in the 
deviance statistic o f 1.22 (2),/? > .50. This indicates that the addition o f time of 
administration and group did not significantly improve fit compared to the 
unconditional model. Given the non-significant change in fit, it is not surprising that 
the parameter coefficient for group was also not significant, (k = .09,/? =.65). Thus, 
there were no significant differences in the change scores for satisfaction with
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supervision between the control or crew chief sites. The model did indicate that there 
is still significant variance left to explain in satisfaction with supervision difference 
scores, U0= .12, x2 (25) = 57.34, p  < .01 .
Table 11
Overall model results o f  the intercepts-as-outcomes random-coefficients regression 
models for satisfaction with supervision and job  satisfaction
Outcome
Reliability o f  
Bo
Intraclass
Correlation
(ICC)
Variance o f  
U0
X2 Test o f  
U0
P value o f
x2
Satisfaction with 
Supervision
.53 .16 0.12 57.34 (23) <.01
Job Satisfaction .26 .05 0.07 35.12 (23) .05
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The reduction in the deviance statistic was also non-significant for job 
satisfaction, deviance = .13 (2) ,p  > .50, indicating that the addition o f the Level 2 
predictors did not improve the fit of the model. The parameter coefficient for group 
was non-significant (k -  .03 ,p  =.73), suggesting that the crew chief intervention did 
not have an effect on job satisfaction. However, there was additional variance left to 
be explained in job satisfaction difference scores (Uo= .05, %2 (25) = 35.12,p  =.05). In 
summary, there was no support for any o f the hypotheses of Aim 1, suggesting there 
were no significant differences between the control and crew chief sites in the amount 
o f change in role conflict, role ambiguity, emotional exhaustion, satisfaction with 
supervision, company commitment, union commitment, and job satisfaction.
Analysis o f Aim 2
The hypotheses o f Aim 2 were evaluated on a subsample o f the data consisting 
o f participants at the experimental sites at Time 2 (N =  538). The following analyses 
seek to replicate and extend the stressor-strain-outcome model o f stress and to test 
whether support from crew chiefs moderates the relationships between stressors and 
strain and strain and outcomes.
The means, standard deviations, and the intercorrelations among the variables 
o f interest are presented in Table 13. Consistent with Hypotheses H5a to H5c, mail 
processor perceptions of crew chief support were negatively related to role ambiguity 
(r = -.29, p  <.01), role conflict (r = -.36, p  <.01), and emotional exhaustion (r = -.18, 
p  <.01). Mail processor perceptions o f crew chief support were also positively related
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to job satisfaction (r = .31 ,P <  .01), union commitment (r = .35,p  <.01), and 
company commitment (r = .30,p  <.05), consistent with hypotheses 5d to 5f, 
respectively. Hypotheses 7a and 7b also have some support, in that job satisfaction is 
positively related to company commitment (r = .68 ,p  < .01) and union commitment (r 
= .33,p  <.01).
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I evaluated the hypotheses of Aim 2 with structural equation modeling, which 
simultaneously models all o f the hypothesized relationships, allows the inclusion of 
multiple endogenous (dependent) variables, and provides fit statistics for the overall 
model. I tested an initial model, as outlined in Figure 3 without including the 
interaction effects, to establish support for the main effect hypotheses (H5 and H7). I 
present the overall fit statistics for all of the structural equation models in Table 14. 
The initial model had poor fit, %2 (8) = 90.39,/? <.01, RMSEA = .14, CFI = .91, NFI = 
.91. The path from crew chief support to emotional exhaustion was non-significant, p 
= -.05,/? =.10, and was subsequently dropped from the model. An inspection of the 
modification indices and standardized residuals suggested that adding paths from role 
ambiguity to job satisfaction, to company commitment, and to union commitment 
would significantly improve the model. Because o f the plausibility o f these paths (cf. 
A. Cohen, 1992; Fullagar & Barling, 1991; O' Driscoll & Beehr, 1994; Schaubroeck et 
al., 1989),, they were included as part of the final model. The final non-interaction 
model exhibited very good fit (x2(6) = 19.65,/? <.01, RMSEA = .07, CFI = .99, NFI = 
.98).
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Table 14
Overall f i t  statistics for structural equation models
x2 x2/df RMSEA CFI PCFI NFI
Initial Non-Interaction 
Model
90.39 (8) 11.30 .14 .91 .26 .91
Final Non-Interaction 
Model
19.65 (6) 3.28 .07 .99 .21 .98
Initial Interaction Model 32.06(18) 1.78 .04 .99 .32 .97
The next step was to test the model including the moderator effects. I included 
three additional variables, representing the interaction of role conflict and crew chief 
support, role ambiguity and crew chief support, and emotional exhaustion and crew 
chief support, to the final non-interaction model. I centered all o f the variables that 
were involved in the interaction terms to reduce the inherent multicollinearity of 
variables that are multiplicative derivatives o f other variables in the model. The fit for 
the initial interaction model was good, x2(18) = 32.06, RMSEA = .04, CFI = .99, NFI 
= .97. However, an inspection o f the parameter estimates for the paths involving the 
interaction terms revealed that these three paths were not significant.
The relationship between the interaction term of crew chief support x  role 
ambiguity to emotional exhaustion was not significant, p < .01,/? =.93. The interaction 
term of crew chief support and role conflict was not significantly related to emotional 
exhaustion, p = -.04,/? =.11. In addition, the path from crew chief support x 
emotional exhaustion to job satisfaction was not significant, p = .01,/? =.73. These 
findings fail to support Hypotheses 6a, 6b, and 6c, that crew chief support moderates
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the relationships between role ambiguity and emotional exhaustion, role conflict and 
emotional exhaustion, and emotional exhaustion and job satisfaction, respectively. I 
also tested these interactions in separate models to rule out non-significance as a result 
o f multicollinearity. Even when evaluated separately, the relationships involving these 
moderator variables remained non-significant. Thus, the final non-interaction model 
also serves as the final model.
I present the parameter estimates for the final model in Table 15 and Figure 4. 
In support o f Hypothesis 5 a, mail processor perceptions o f crew chief support were 
negatively related to mail processor role ambiguity, P = -.28,/? <.01. Increased support 
from crew chiefs was associated with less role ambiguity for mail processors. 
Hypothesis 5b was also supported, such that mail processor perceptions of crew chief 
support were negatively related to mail processor role conflict, P = -.36,/? <.01.
Higher support from crew chiefs was associated with less role conflict for mail 
processors. There was also support for Hypothesis 5d, in that mail processor 
perceptions o f crew chief support were positively related to mail processor job 
satisfaction, p = .18,/? <.01. More positive perceptions in crew chief support were 
associated with increased job satisfaction. Hypotheses 5e and 5f were also supported, 
such that mail processor perceptions o f crew chief support were positively related to 
mail processor company commitment (P = .07,/? =.03) and union commitment (P = 
.26,/? <.01), respectively. Increased crew chief support was associated with increased 
company and union commitment.
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Consistent with the stressor-strain-outcome model, role ambiguity (P = .12, p  
<.01) and role conflict were positively associated with emotional exhaustion (P = .23, 
p  <.01). Thus, increased role ambiguity and role conflict were associated with more 
emotional exhaustion. Also consistent with the stressor-strain-outcomes model, the 
strain-outcomes component was supported with the finding that emotional exhaustion 
was negatively related to job satisfaction, p = -.35,/? <.01. Higher emotional 
exhaustion was associated with less job satisfaction.
Job satisfaction was positively related to company commitment, P = .59, p  
<.01, which provides support for Hypothesis 7a. Higher levels of job satisfaction were 
associated with higher levels o f company commitment. There was also support for 
Hypothesis 7b, in that job satisfaction was positively related to union commitment, p = 
.20,/? <.01. Higher levels o f job satisfaction were linked to higher levels o f union 
commitment.
Table 16 presents the squared multiple correlations for each o f the endogenous 
variables in the model. The squared multiple correlation represents the proportion of 
the variance explained in a dependent variable by the other variables in the model. The 
most variance was explained in company commitment (49%), followed by job 
satisfaction (30%) and union commitment (19%). The stress and strain variables in the 
model had similar amounts of variance explained, with 13% of the variance accounted 
for in role conflict, 9% in emotional exhaustion, and 8% in role ambiguity.
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Table 16
R-squared estimates for the endogenous variables in the final structural equation 
model
R5
Role Ambiguity .08
Role Conflict .13
Emotional Exhaustion .09
Job Satisfaction .30
Company Commitment .49
Union Commitment .19
To understand the systemic nature o f the relationships involved in this model, 
one must take into account the indirect as well as the direct effect when attempting to 
assess the impact of a one unit change in one variable on another variable. Although 
evaluating the total effects is most valuable when evaluating causal models with the 
primary purpose o f prediction, examining the total effects has utility in cross-sectional 
designs as it may reveal variables with small direct effects that have large indirect 
effects.
I present the total standardized and unstandardized effects of each independent 
variable in the model on each dependent variable in Table 17. This table summarizes 
the expected change in a dependent variable given a one unit change in the 
independent variable, taking into account the direct and indirect relationships specified 
in the model. This view of the results provides a more systems view o f association 
among variables. For example, when examining only the direct effects, one finds that 
a 1.00 standardized unit increase in role ambiguity is associated with a .17
Results 154
standardized unit decrease in company commitment. However, the size of the effect 
changes if  the indirect effects o f role ambiguity on company commitment are taken 
into account. These additional paths include:
Role ambiguity —> Emotional exhaustion —► Job satisfaction —> Company 
commitment
Role ambiguity —> Job satisfaction —> Company commitment 
Thus, a 1.00 standardized unit increase in role ambiguity (read from the column) is 
associated with a total decrease o f .35 standardized units in company commitment 
(row), which is 106% larger than the direct effect alone.
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The total effects o f most interest are bolded in Table 17, which includes the 
effects described above. A 1.00 standardized unit increase in role ambiguity is 
associated with a .19 standardized unit decrease in union commitment, which is 58% 
larger than the direct effect alone. The indirect effects for the relationship between 
crew chief support and union commitment, job satisfaction, and company commitment 
are also large compared to the direct component. A 1.00 standardized unit increase in 
crew chief support is linked with a .35 standardized unit increase in union 
commitment (35% larger than the direct effect alone), a .29 standardized unit increase 
in job satisfaction (61% larger than the direct effect alone), and a .29 standardized unit 
increase in company commitment (314% larger than the direct effect alone). Based on 
this examination o f the total effects, it appears that role ambiguity and crew chief 
support demonstrate stronger relationships with commitment and job satisfaction than 
suggested by the examination of the direct effects alone.
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Chapter 8. Implementation Analysis
One o f the advantages o f secondary data analysis is the ability to track what 
has happened since the pilot testing o f the intervention occurred. The last government 
documents that I were able to obtain that discussed the crew chief program was a 
report and statement to the Congressional Chairman of the Subcommittee on the 
Postal Service, which is part of the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
(United States General Accounting Office, 1997a, 1997b). In fact, the title of the 
report itself, which was a follow-up to the 1994 report, speaks volumes about where 
the state o f labor relations were between management and the union, despite the crew 
chief and other organizational development initiatives: “Little Progress Made in 
Addressing Persistent Labor-Management Problems.” According to the report, the 
crew chief trial program, which ended in March o f 1994, was “set aside” (p. 40) 
during contract negotiations between the USPS and the APWU. As of February 1997, 
Postal and APWU officials were still evaluating the results o f the crew chief program. 
However, one can take this statement, along with the fact that this is three years after 
completion o f the pilot program, as evidence that the crew chief program was 
probably not implemented on a wider scale.
The 1997 report also reiterated some o f the findings o f the initial qualitative 
review by the GAO in the 1994 report. According to the GAO (1997a, 1997b), some 
o f the positive aspects of the crew chief program were that participants at the crew 
chief sites reported feeling more comfortable taking instructions from and providing
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input to crew chiefs rather than supervisors. Five major criticisms o f the program were 
that the program: ( 1) only directly empowered one individual, the crew chief, (2) did 
not provide incentives for team performance, (3) did not hold employees or 
supervisors accountable for poor performance, (4) did not clearly define the roles and 
responsibilities o f the crew chiefs and supervisors, and (5) based selection of crew 
chiefs on seniority rather than on qualifications. The National Association of Postal 
Supervisors (NAPS), continued to be opposed to the program, stating that the crew 
chief was just another layer of supervision and that a true empowerment intervention 
would take the form of self-managed work teams with one supervisor.
The APWU also cited some o f their results stating that morale and job 
satisfaction improved at all sites with the crew chief program compared to the control 
sites, and that the differences were more pronounced in retail service installations than 
in mail processor installations. The APWU considered the crew chief program to be 
successful enough to be implemented on a wider scale, but claimed the USPS was still 
resistant to the concept. As a result of the surveying and other assessments, the APWU 
concluded that the crew chief program was a success, in that the union members 
wanted it continued. However, the program was suspended as a result o f disputes 
during the 1994 bargaining period.
Patton (1986) states that the lack of positive findings from many interventions 
may not be necessarily be a result o f the failure o f the actual interventions, but a 
failure to actually implement the intervention as it was conceived. Most program 
evaluations focus on whether or not a program achieved its intended goals, also known
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as outcome evaluation. However, there is strong evidence suggesting that 
implementation evaluation is just as important, if  not more important, than outcome 
evaluation. One cannot assess the effectiveness of a program in a valid fashion if it has 
not been properly implemented (Patton, 1986; Scheirer & Rezmovic, 1983). Solely 
focusing on outcome measures can lead to errors such as terminating potentially 
successful programs (Type II errors) and inappropriately expanding programs that are 
context-specific.
According to Patton (1986), an important function of implementation analysis 
is to determine the extent to which the program was implemented compared to the 
original design, which is known as discrepancy evaluation. This can be a difficult step, 
since programs develop slowly as they need to adapt to unanticipated problems and 
barriers. Another important element o f implementation analysis is process evaluation, 
which concerns the "internal dynamics and actual operations o f a program to 
understand its strengths and weaknesses (Patton, 1986, p. 139).” Discrepancy and 
process evaluation are usually best undertaken using qualitative data.
Given the importance o f discrepancy and process evaluation to understanding 
intervention implementation, I examined the qualitative findings from the GAO 
reports and performed a content analysis on APWU reports and structured interview 
transcripts o f managers and union members who were participants at the crew chief 
sites. Dr. Martin provided me with the transcripts of these structured interviews 
conducted in Birmingham, Rochester, Royal Oak, St. Paul, Lehigh Valley, and 
Louisville sites. The APWU reports/letters are available in Appendix B and the
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questions included as part of the interview, as well as the transcripts o f the interviews,
are provided in Appendix C. All of the quotes cited in this chapter originate from the
transcripts included in Appendix C.
A benefit o f the structured interviews was that I was able to capture the 
opinions on various issues that may have affected the implementation and 
effectiveness of the crew chief program. A disadvantage o f these structured interviews 
was that there was not much content on anything outside the parameters o f the 
questions asked. However, upon review of the interview questions, I believe that the 
interview was fairly comprehensive and that the most pertinent issues related to the 
implementation of the program were captured.
I began the content analysis by first reading the documents and summarizing 
the relevant themes from each site. After developing this summary, I proceeded to 
group the themes according to larger categories, and to orient the analysis around 
these more general themes rather than a site by site summary that I initially developed. 
For each theme, I also noted those sites that focused on this theme in their interview. 
Where there was disagreement within a site, I indicated what type o f participant 
(management vs. mail processor) made the comment and/or if  comments were 
directed at different tours within a site. I then organized these themes into four general 
categories; (1) Overall/Global Impressions, (2) Benefits o f the Crew Chief Program,
(3) Barriers to Crew Chief Program Success, and (4) Unresolved Issues. The following 
is a discussion of these four major themes and their subthemes.
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Overall/Global Impressions 
Overall opinion o f crew chiefprogram
Based on APWU reports and interviews with mail processors, crew chiefs and 
supervisors at St. Paul (American Postal Workers Union, 1993c), Sacramento 
(American Postal Workers Union, 1993b), Rochester, Birmingham, and Louisville, 
most interviewees agreed that the crew chief program was positive and worth 
continuing. All the interviewees at Birmingham gave a rating o f at least 7 out o f 10 in 
how supportive they are o f the crew chief program as it currently existed and all gave 
a 10 out o f 10 in how supportive they would be if it functioned ideally. The APWU’s 
national business agent, Mike Morris, came to a different conclusion about how the 
program was operating at Birmingham. Morris, in a letter dated December 6, 1993 to 
the President of the APWU about interviews he conducted on November 29th and 30th, 
1993, reported that all three tours at the Birmingham site believed that the majority of 
mail processors at Birmingham were ambivalent about the crew chief program. Few 
mail processors were openly hostile about it, but few others were enthusiastic. 
However, Morris found that mail processors liked crew chiefs better than supervisors, 
and this sentiment was even shared by those who disliked the crew chief program.
The APWU found that at St. Paul, some mail processors felt “shut out” o f the 
program, and did not even want to discuss the program with the interviewers. At 
Louisville, everyone seemed to be satisfied with the performance of the crew chiefs on 
Tour 1, but claimed that there were many problems on the other tours, particularly 
Tour 3. All but one interviewee at Louisville supported the program as it currently
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existed, but all indicated they would be extremely supportive if it were to function
ideally.
According to the interviewees conducted by Dr. Martin’s research team at
Lehigh Valley, the crew chief “runs” Tour 1, and Tour 3 were ran by supervisors with
the crew chief perceived as a “glorified” mail processor. Many believed that Tour 2
exhibited the biggest changes, in that supervisors did not seem to be around as much.
In addition, national business agent, Mike Morris, found that the supervisors, crew
chiefs, and mail processors from Tour 1 were very supportive o f the initiative and it
was among the best of the pilot sites, whereas Tour 3 was the worst.
The APWU, in a letter dated 12-29-93 to the Rochester crew chief steering
committee (1993a), concluded that the crew chief program at the Rochester site had
many problems. The findings from the interviews conducted by Dr. Martin’s research
team at Rochester were more positive than those reported by the APWU. However,
most o f the participants interviewed at Rochester by Dr. Martin’s team felt the crew
chief program had plenty o f room left to develop before becoming truly effective. One
management interviewee from Rochester commented:
I don’t think [the crew chief program is operating] the way I envisioned it. I 
thought employees would be more empowered. They (mail processors) aren’t 
more committed. The crew chiefs are empowered.
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Change in labor-management relations in the past year
Regarding the amount o f change that occurred within the last year in labor-
management relations since the crew chief program was implemented, employees of
St. Paul and Louisville felt that relations had improved. At Rochester, although most
participants believed that the overall relationship between union and management was
good, they were mixed on how much change actually occurred over the past year.
Another interviewee believed that the crew chief program was not working as
intended on Tour 2 because o f very poor labor-management relations.
At the Birmingham plant, most participants believed that labor-management
relations stayed the same if not improved. However, some stated that labor relations
remained poor on Tour 3. Another participant thought that there were poor relations
between crew chief and supervisors on Tour 2. On the issue o f whether or not the crew
chief program was a catalyst for any changes witnessed in the past year, one
management interviewee at Birmingham stated:
So much happened in the USPS in ’93, it’s hard to tell what changes are due 
to.
Interviewees at Lehigh Valley were mixed on whether relations improved in 
the past year. All o f them indicated that there was either no change or that relations 
changed for the better; no one believed that relations worsened. One union member 
commented:
I think it has improved, it is not as adversarial, we have enlightened union 
representation. Management is more cooperative with workers, the new MDO 
on Tour 3 has improved relations there.
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And one management member commented:
I think so. I think it is more relaxed, union is able to come to managers now. 
The reorganization changed things a lot, and improved it.
Benefits o f  the Crew Chief Program
Improvement in operations
At St. Paul, interview participants indicated that operations were better
organized, and that crew chiefs were better able to keep machines running
continuously. Respondents reported more flexibility in the operations, and believed
that mail processors now had more voice. The interviewees also believed that overall
communication had improved with the addition o f a crew chief. One participant
mentioned that another benefit of the crew chief program was that it allowed
employees to better understand the supervisors’ perspective o f operations. The
smoothness o f operations also seemed improved, with less conflict between employees
and supervisors. One union participant remarked that this reduction in conflict was
largely the result o f less contact between supervisors and mail processors. One
management respondent was more optimistic in his/her assessment:
People [mail processors and crew chiefs] have more “stock in product.” [The] 
crew chief has taken away some o f the “edge” o f supervision control over [the] 
employee. At this facility, union-management relations are formal, and [the] 
crew chief fits the way this facility runs. At other facilities, where relations are 
better (more open), perhaps a crew chief program would not be needed. Here, 
however, communication was very poor before the crew chief program. There 
was no formal way (organizationally sanctioned way) for employees to voice 
opinions, to influence how work is done. [The] key is participation.
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Other benefits that the St. Paul interviewees mentioned were that the program got 
employees involved and that good crew chiefs set an example for other mail 
processors to follow.
At Sacramento, the APWU found that crew chiefs enjoyed their new position, 
and many mail processors indicated that they wanted to apply to become crew chiefs. 
Like St. Paul, supervisors that were interviewed by the APWU at Sacramento reported 
smoother operations and mail processors believed that working conditions were more 
relaxed. Rochester interviewees believed that the crew chief program was responsible 
for lower grievance rates, smoother operations, and increased productivity because 
crew chiefs were “closer” to the work than supervisors. One union member 
commented:
As a result of the program, grievance rates are lower, a positive buffer has been
created, and the crew chief serves as a peacemaker.
Interviewees at Royal Oak believed that the crew chief program had resulted in 
increased safety awareness and behavior by employees. They also stated that the crew 
chief program had improved communication, and that employees felt they had more 
input and voice via the crew chief steering committee. These interviewees also 
claimed that there were fewer grievances filed as a result of the crew chief program.
Interviewees from Birmingham also thought that the addition of crew chief 
improved overall work processes. Union interviewees at Birmingham felt that the 
crew chief program improved teamwork and job characteristics. Management 
participants stated that they discovered potential in their employees, and felt that
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teamwork improved. What follows are some o f the actual statements from 
interviewees.
A couple of union participants said:
Crew chief can use [their] brain and employees can now express themselves.
Cooperation between employees [is] much better. [There is] less disagreement 
between employees [and] better teamwork.
Some management participants said:
We have identified a lot o f potential in employees that didn’t know existed 
before. The project has built teamwork on all three tours.
[The crew chief program] brought out initiative in mail processors -  close 
[enough] to where [they] could function as [a] self-managed unit.
Finally, One union employee from Louisville commented:
The project gave the clerk responsibility to get the mail out. They know and 
are ready to do it all. Crew chiefs are able to say things that supervisors can’t, 
so it gets people going. Crew chiefs set everything up so that job is clear. The 
staff knows what to do and can spend most o f the time actually doing it. Crew 
chiefs take responsibility seriously.
Program Flexibility
At Lehigh Valley, some participants praised the crew chief program for its
flexibility in its implementation. They believed that the ability to tailor the program
for the local unit was important for taking into consideration idiosyncratic
circumstances that would have been ignored with a “one-size fits all” approach. One
management participant stated:
[The crew chief program] works well because we have had the opportunity to 
adapt the program to local conditions. It is essential to be able to have local
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options, to have the program not be a rigid nationwide program with no local 
flexibility.
This sentiment was also shared by a participant in Louisville, who felt that one
of the strongest characteristics of the crew chief program was its flexibility.
We need to have each facility go with what works best for that facility. [We] 
shouldn’t force a general program for everyone, and don’t change our plant to 
conform to everyone else’s, because ours works for us. Implement ours 
because it works! [The] APWU makes it work here, not necessarily 
management. Tailor the program for each facility, leave flexibility in [the] 
contract.
More time for supervisors to accomplish other tasks
According to Louisville and St. Paul interviewees, there was agreement that 
crew chiefs had benefited supervisors by reducing supervisors’ workload and thus 
providing supervisors with more time to accomplish other tasks. At Lehigh Valley, 
participants stated that mail processors preferred to receive instructions from crew 
chiefs rather than supervisors, and were pleased to see their supervisors less 
frequently. A benefit to supervisors was that they had more time to perform other 
duties because crew chiefs alleviated the workload of supervisors. The APWU found 
that supervisors at the St. Paul site liked the program and appreciated the assistance 
given by the crew chiefs. Also, mail processors felt that crew chiefs were more 
accessible compared to supervisors.
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Barriers to Crew Chief Program Success
Initial roll-out
According to the St. Paul interviews, many did not like the crew chief program
when it was first implemented. A major hindrance was the lack of communication
about the program when it was initially rolled out. Some interviewees believed that
supervisors should not have been responsible for giving out information on the crew
chief program, as the interviewees did not believe that the supervisor presented the
program in a supportive and enthusiastic manner. However, more employees started to
like it as they became more acclimated to the program.
At Birmingham, one interviewee indicated that there were many
inconsistencies in implementation across the three tours at the start, but the program
“settled” after some time. A union participant at Royal Oak stated that the poor
organization at the initial rollout of the program was a major barrier to the successful
implementation of the crew chief program:
[There was a] lack o f organization from day 1. Change is hard enough to 
introduce, more so if you aren’t organized. [The] reorganization [of the USPS] 
affected [the] crew chief program negatively because attention went to 
reorganization instead of the crew chief program. Reorganization was a big 
thing, [the] crew chief [program] was a little thing.
Lack o f support
According to the Birmingham interviews conducted by Dr. Martin’s research 
team, some participants indicated that the biggest hindrance to the successful 
implementation o f the crew chief program was the lack o f support from management.
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The crew chief program threatened some supervisors and one participant believed that 
supervisors were actively undermining the crew chief initiative. According to a couple 
o f the union interviewees:
Supervisors talk to employees and tell them that the [crew chief] program 
won’t work.
[Supervisors] talk against crew chiefs [and] try to get people to deselect crew 
chiefs.
Morris found at the Sacramento site that there was the impression by some 
employees that management would never accept the program, and that some members 
o f management might be actively subverting the crew chief program. According to 
interviews conducted by Morris at Lehigh Valley, Tour 3 supervisors were very 
opposed to the crew chief pilot and were actively trying to sabotage it. At Rochester, 
the APWU discovered that some supervisors continued to maintain a floor presence, 
and sometimes undermined the crew chief in the instructions given to mail processors.
At Louisville, a major obstacle was the perception by supervisors that their job 
would be in jeopardy with the addition o f crew chiefs. Thus, supervisors either 
responded by abdicating most o f their responsibilities to the crew chief or did not fully 
support the program. At Royal Oak, interviewees believed that problems have arisen 
because o f an ongoing power struggle between some crew chiefs and supervisors.
According to some of the interviewees at St. Paul, some supervisors were 
resentful o f crew chiefs. A problem at this site was that some mail processors were 
reported receiving conflicting instructions when the supervisor did not communicate 
through the crew chief. In addition, some supervisors were still stuck in the “old way
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o f doing things,” and that overall trust levels remained low. One union member
commented:
Management fears change -  longer tenure equals more fear. [Management] 
held reins for so long, they were afraid to let go.
Role ambiguity
According to a majority o f those interviewed at Louisville, the foremost
hindrances to the effective implementation of the crew chief program was the lack of
clarity regarding the crew ch iefs duties and responsibilities, as well as a clear outline
of how the supervisor’s job changed as a result o f the crew chiefs. At Birmingham, the
interviewees mentioned that employees were initially confused regarding the exact
role of the crew chief. Many mail processors perceived the crew chief position as
replacing the supervisor position.
At Rochester, the APWU found that mail processors were frustrated with
trying to understand the role differences between themselves, crew chiefs, and
supervisors. In addition, mail processors reported feeling doubly supervised, because
they had to report to a crew chief and supervisor. According to the Rochester
interviews by Dr. Martin’s research team, there appeared to be a lack of clarity
defining the role o f the crew chief. One union participant stated:
Not enough explication o f differences between supervisors and crew chiefs. 
Crew chief is a liaison and acts as a crew member, but is seen as another layer 
o f management because supervisors were not involved enough (not acting to 
discipline poor performers). Supervisors should keep role o f disciplinarian, but 
have not. When someone gets disciplined, it is because the “crew chief ratted 
on me.” Short staffing has been a problem as has the pay differential and lack 
o f communication. Also, management avoids confrontation.
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Crew chiefperceives s e lf  as supervisor
At Lehigh Valley, interviewees believed that some of the worst aspects o f the 
program were not necessarily inherent to the program, but were largely attributable to 
the behavior o f certain crew chiefs. More specifically, crew chiefs who thought of 
themselves and acted as supervisors were received poorly by the rank and file. At St. 
Paul, interview participants also indicated that there was a misconception by some 
crew chiefs that the position was equivalent to that of a supervisor. Some crew chiefs 
took the job for the wrong reasons, such as for a change o f tour and certain days off. 
The St. Paul APWU report also indicated that some crew chiefs also needed to better 
articulate their full duties to their crew. Participants at Rochester also remarked that 
some crew chiefs had allowed the authority to “go to their head.” As a result, many 
mail processors perceived the crew chiefs as lower level management. This was 
especially the case when mail processors perceived that the crew chiefs were not 
spending enough time on the machines.
Crew chief not spending enough time on machines
A recurring issue throughout the interviews regarded the amount o f time crew 
chiefs spent running the machines alongside the mail processors. According to the 
APWU report on the Rochester site, mail processors viewed the crew chiefs positively 
when the crew chiefs spent time on the machines. At Lehigh Valley, some 
interviewees stated that those crew chiefs who did not appear to work enough on
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machines were received poorly by the rank and file. These interviewees also noted that 
crew chiefs on Tour 1 appeared to spend enough time on machines. The APWU found 
that many o f the mail processors at the Sacramento plant complained that crew chiefs 
did not spend enough time on the machines.
There was a lot o f variability in interviewee responses from St. Paul regarding 
the amount o f time crew chiefs spent on the machines. According to the APWU 
report, crew chiefs were not spending enough time on machines and were performing 
tasks that should have been delegated to someone else (e.g., bringing in mail for 
processing). Respondents from Louisville were also mixed on the issue o f whether or 
not crew chiefs spent enough time operating the machines. Some believed crew chiefs 
spent too little time on the machines; others thought crew chiefs spent an appropriate 
amount of time. Unlike many of the other sites, all Birmingham interviewees believed 
that the amount of time crew chiefs spent on the machines was appropriate.
Ineffective Supervisors and/or Crew Chiefs
Another barrier to the crew chief program was problems with some supervisors 
and/or crew chiefs. For example, one respondent from Rochester indicated that there 
had been some cases where a displacement o f responsibility occurred when dealing 
with problem employees. The crew chief expected the supervisors to handle 
disciplinary actions while the supervisors expected the reverse. Although this could 
also be classified as a case o f role ambiguity, I included this example under this theme
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because the context o f the interview seemed to suggest that the ambiguity in 
disciplinary responsibility was a convenient excuse to not have to deal with the issue.
Supervisors from Lehigh Valley appeared to become less motivated and 
productive as a result o f the crew chief program. One management participant 
remarked:
Supervisors lost a little bit of control, energy, and interest. They don’t have 
hands-on control. [The] crew chief is tom between having to direct people and 
being a buddy. Discipline has suffered as well as overall work habits. We have 
more problems now, employees report late, take longer breaks, and are more 
laxed now.
At Louisville, a couple o f management interviewees believed that some supervisors
might have become lazy under the program, relying on the crew chief to do most of
the work for them.
There were also problems with some crew chiefs. One Lehigh Valley
interviewee commented that most Tour 2 crew chiefs spent much of their time “sitting
around a desk.” Interviewees also believed that some crew chiefs abused the position
and used it as an opportunity to do less work. At Louisville, the problems with some
crew chiefs took on a different tone. All of the union interviewees had expressed
concern that crew chiefs had assumed too many of the roles and duties o f supervisors,
with some crew chiefs overstepping their boundaries. Thus, crew chiefs acted more
like supervisors rather than a liaison between mail processors and management. When
asked whether the crew chief program was operating as expected, one union
interviewee replied:
No. [I] thought [the] crew chief would be a “working leader” on [the] 
machines, working, and giving instructions. Instead, they just stand around.
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They don’t work on the machines when they should. The crew chiefs seem to 
pick out friends to work with and delegate to. They give their favorites the 
good work. Crew chiefs use control inappropriately,
Staffing shortages
Another theme that was consistent among many of the crew chief sites was the 
problem of inadequate staffing. At Rochester, interviewees reported that inadequate 
staffing made it difficult to gauge the impact o f the crew chief program. Understaffing 
made it difficult for a crew chief to spend time on machines, which appeared to be 
critical for a mail processor to respect a crew chief. According to the APWU report for 
the Rochester site, staffing problems that were present at the beginning of the crew 
chief program led to a “shaky start.” At Royal Oak, interviewees also indicated that 
understaffing has been an impediment to the success o f the crew chief program. At St. 
Paul, the APWU found that staffing was still a problem, as there were not enough staff 
to handle the volume their operations were experiencing. This problem was also 
echoed by those interviewed by Dr. Martin’s research team, where interviewees were 
concerned with staffing shortages, including those at the crew chief position. Finally, 
the understaffing issue was brought up by one of the participants at Birmingham, in 
that promoting mail processors to crew chiefs and not replacing those mail processors 
resulted in the same amount o f work that had to be accomplished by less people.
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Unresolved Issues
Training
A question asked of all interviewees as part of the structured interview 
regarded the amount and quality of technical and interpersonal training that employees 
received regarding the crew chief program. At Royal Oak, interviewees agreed that the 
technical training provided as part o f the crew chief pilot was adequate, but that the 
interpersonal component was lacking. St. Paul participants felt that they received the 
right amount of technical training. Some indicated that they would liked to have seen 
more interpersonal training, but others indicated that lack of interpersonal skills were 
more o f a selection problem than a training one.
Morris also believed that better job training was needed for crew chiefs and 
mail processors for the crew chief program to be successful. However, according to 
the interviews conducted by Dr. Martin’s research team, most participants at 
Birmingham found the technical training to be adequate. Like Royal Oak and St. Paul, 
most Birmingham participants found the interpersonal training to be deficient. Most 
believed that almost all of the current crew chiefs were competent, and that the key to 
being an effective crew chief was to have great interpersonal skills and good 
relationships with mail processors.
At Lehigh Valley, most participants agreed that the interpersonal portion of 
crew chief training could have been better. Like the other sites, technical training was 
not really a problem. One participant believed that the crew chief program should be
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changed so that mail processors and supervisors receive training related to the crew 
chief program itself.
Rochester interviewees believed that the initial crew chiefs were better trained 
than the later crew chiefs, and that interpersonal skills were a problem for some crew 
chiefs. The interviewees also believed that new supervisors needed more training 
before they assumed the full-time duty post. At the time, the crew chiefs spent a great 
deal o f time training new supervisors rather than performing their assigned crew chief 
duties.
Unlike the other sites, most Louisville interviewees believed that both the 
technical and interpersonal aspects o f training were adequate. However, a couple of 
management participants believed that more interpersonal training should have been 
provided.
Crew Chief Selection
The most consistent divide between union and management participants across 
all sites regarded the issue o f what the primary criteria should be for selecting crew 
chiefs. Management interviewees believed that the most qualified applicants should be 
selected to become crew chiefs, while union interviewees believed that the most 
tenured should be selected. At Louisville, a couple of management participants 
suggested that a “senior best qualified” criterion be used and that a selection process 
should be employed rather than automatically granting the position to the most senior 
bidder.
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According to the APWU report from Birmingham, union members were
unhappy with the joint selection procedure for crew chiefs because three of the five
members were members o f management, and thus always had the majority in any
decision. However, union members were pleased that an un-election procedure for
crew chiefs existed, and helped to give some integrity to the crew chief selection
process.
The issue of unelection was another issue that union and management 
interviewees disagreed on. Like Birmingham, union interviewees from Rochester 
believed that employees should have a right to deselect crew chiefs. Management 
believed that no unelection process by employees should exist. As one management 
interviewee put it:
Selection [of crew chiefs] should not be based on seniority. Elections should be 
held. Unelections are a negative way o f getting rid of people. Some groups 
vote out the crew chief continuously.
Rotation
Rather than a consistent difference o f opinion across management and union 
lines, the issue of whether to rotate mail processors among crew chiefs differed among 
the sites. St. Paul rotated its mail processors and the machines they worked on. 
Interviewees reported that most everyone at the site liked rotation because it provided 
variety. Crew chiefs were not assigned to regular crews at Rochester. Some 
participants remarked that mail processors and crew chiefs preferred rotation to ensure 
that no one gets “stuck” with the majority o f the best or worst people. At Lehigh
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Valley, most mail processors also rotated crews. However, unlike St. Paul and
Rochester, one union member at Lehigh Valley commented that there was not 100%
agreement among the Tours on the issue of whether to rotate.
A very hotly debated issue on each Tour. We left it up to the crew chiefs to 
decide among themselves. This issue and other issues is where we give them 
some discretion.
Some mail processors at Louisville rotated machines, and crew chiefs were 
assigned to specific machines. Other mail processors were assigned to regular crews. 
Interestingly, according to one union interviewee, most crew chiefs assigned to a 
regular crew had requested the implementation o f rotations. On the contrary, one 
management interviewee felt that crew chiefs should remain with the same crew, 
because he or she believed that having a regular crew built dedication and motivation.
At Birmingham, the issue o f rotation was decided upon on a tour-by-tour basis. 
Tour 2 assigned crew chiefs to machines, and mail processors rotated machines. Tour 
1 had regular crews (mail processors and crew chief) that rotated machines. One union 
and one management member believed the program would be better with intact crews, 
as they believed an intact crew provided the time required of mail processors and crew 
chiefs to build good rapport and relationships with each other.
Unlike the other sites, Royal Oak employed regular crews throughout each 
tour, with the exception o f those assigned to BCS machines that rotated. Almost all of 
those interviewed believed that having a regular crew was beneficial.
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Suggestions for improvement
One suggestion for improving the crew chief program was to elevate the crew 
chief to a higher position and salary grade. One management interviewee from St. Paul 
believed that elevating the crew chief would create greater commitment to the 
position. This suggestion was also brought up by a participant in Lehigh Valley.
Two o f the union member participants from Lehigh Valley believed that more 
local union support could have improved the program. There seemed to be a lack of 
“buy in” by the rank and file that needed to be there for the crew chief program to be 
truly successful. Some Lehigh Valley participants also indicated that more 
communication on crew chief duties would have been beneficial, so that mail 
processors better understood that just because a crew chief was not on a machine did 
not mean they were not working.
Number o f  supervisors required
At Rochester, union participants thought the number o f supervisors would be 
reduced because o f the crew chief program. These participants also complained that 
management was promoting too many crew chiefs to 204B’s (temporary supervisors), 
making them part o f management. Related to this issue, union members from 
Birmingham believed that one o f the worst aspects o f the program was the apparent 
similarity between temporary supervisors (204B’s) and crew chiefs, and thus felt that 
the temporary supervisors were redundant.
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Additional Questionnaire Findings
Some of the major themes outlined from these interviews were consistent with 
the results o f the survey used to obtain the data for the current study. In addition to the 
items that comprised the outcome measures used in this study, questions were asked of 
mail processors at the trial sites regarding their opinion on various aspects o f the crew 
chief program. A summary o f these findings, in the form of frequency distributions, is 
provided in the following paragraphs.
Equal numbers o f mail processors were satisfied and dissatisfied with the crew 
chief program as it currently existed (42% each), and 16% were neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied. Forty-seven percent slightly or strongly agreed that they felt more 
comfortable discussing work-related problems with crew chiefs rather than 
supervisors.
Mail processors were relatively split on whether top management supported 
the crew chief program, 29% believed that top management was not helping to make 
the crew chief program work well and 39% believed that top management was doing 
what they could to make the program work well. Thirty-six percent were neutral on 
this question.
Most mail processors slightly (38%) or strongly agreed (27%) that they 
understood the role o f crew chief. However, most mail processors appeared to view 
the crew chief as a surrogate for management. For example, 53% believed that the 
crew chiefs simply replaced supervisors, 52% viewed the crew chiefs as part of 
management, and 60% agreed that crew chiefs acted just like supervisors.
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Fifty two percent of mail processors reported that crew chiefs spent too little 
(26%) or far too little time on the machines (37%), 18% felt it was about the right 
amount of time, and a total o f 4% indicated that crew chiefs spent too much time (2%) 
or far too much time (2%) on the machines.
The great majority o f mail processors either slightly agreed (18%) or strongly 
agreed (66%) that they should have had the right to vote out ineffective crew chiefs. 
The majority also slightly (24%>) or strongly agreed (55%) that the ability o f mail 
processors to vote out crew chiefs made crew chiefs more responsive to the needs of 
mail processors.
Most mail processors probably did not (23%) or definitely did not want (39%) 
to become crew chiefs in the future, with 22% uncertain and 17% indicating that they 
would probably or definitely want to become a crew chief. However, when asked what 
should happen with the crew chief program, only 26% of mail processors believed the 
crew chief program should be discontinued, with the majority indicating that the 
program should either remain the same (15%) or change slightly (20%), moderately 
(24%), or greatly (15%). 45% of mail processors slightly or strongly agreed that 
inadequate staffing hindered the effectiveness of the crew chief program.
Summary
Taken as a whole, these findings from the implementation analysis seem to 
suggest that the crew chief program, although not perfect, had the promise to be a 
successful intervention. Most interviewees were at least somewhat supportive o f the
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crew chief program and felt that relations between management and employees
remained the same, if  not improved. Both management and union interviewees also
indicated that they would be totally supportive o f the crew chief if  it functioned
ideally. The majority o f the mail processors indicated that the crew chief program
should be changed and not discontinued, which can be taken as an indicator that the
crew chief program was not implemented to the degree required to achieve its full
potential.
The implementation analysis revealed several barriers that could have 
prevented the crew chief program from achieving its primary outcomes. There were 
problems with the initial roll-out o f the program, such that for several sites it took 
longer than expected for the crew chief program to get up and running, and thus 
reduced the effective time the crew chief program was actually in place. Also, making 
a poor first impression could have made it more difficult for the crew chief program to 
gamer support. Another barrier was the perceived lack o f support by management. 
Many interviewees believed that not only did supervisors not fully support the 
program, but that supervisors seemed to actively undermine it.
The implementation analysis also revealed that many USPS employees had 
trouble understanding the actual roles and duties o f the crew chief. Related to this 
issue was a concern that certain crew chiefs perceived themselves as supervisors and 
thus assumed that role rather than acting as a group leader and liaison for the group. In 
some cases it appeared that certain supervisors played off this role ambiguity by 
displacing some of their responsibilities onto the crew chief, such as disciplining
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employees. Another barrier was that most mail processors perceived that the crew
chief did not spend an adequate portion of their time working on the machines
alongside their crew. Finally, staffing shortages were found to be another impediment
to the success of the crew chief program.
There were also several themes I developed in the implementation analysis that 
I grouped under the category “unresolved issues.” These themes concerned issues 
where there was still disagreement between management and union member or 
between sites. Although many agreed that technical training involved with the crew 
chief program was adequate, more training should have been provided for 
interpersonal skills. However, some participants believed that interpersonal skills can 
only be developed so far and that it should be more emphasized in the selection 
process.
The issue o f crew chief selection was a divisive one between management and
union participants. Union participants believed that the primary criterion for crew
chief selection should be seniority and that an unelection power by mail processors be
retained. Management participants believed that crew chief selection should be based 
*
on qualification and were not in favor o f an unelection process for crew chiefs.
Another issue that was far from consensus among sites concerned staff 
rotation. Even within sites there were differences in how rotation was structured 
depending on tour and/or type o f machine. Many o f the sites used some form of 
rotation, and many participants at those sites indicated that they favored rotation over 
intact teams. Some sites and tours used intact teams, and believed that this was a
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critical characteristic for building a good relationship between crew chiefs and mail
processors.
Also grouped under this category of unresolved issues were suggestions for 
improvement made by participants. For example, some participants believed that 
elevating the crew chief to a higher position and providing an increase in pay would 
make the position more attractive and engender more commitment to the position. 
Finally, in a subcategory of its own, some suggested that with the crew chief program 
should come a reduction in the number o f supervisors and the elimination o f the 
temporary supervisor (204B) program.
The other major category derived from this implementation analysis was the 
perceived benefits o f the crew chief program by participants. Many participants 
believed that the crew chief helped improve the efficiency of operations and 
communication, and reduced the number o f grievances. A characteristic o f the crew 
chief program that received high praise was the ability o f the sites to tailor aspects of 
the program for their specific situation. Finally, some participants believed that the 
crew chief program allowed supervisors to become more productive by offloading 
some o f their responsibilities to the crew chief.
Chapter 9. Discussion
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My first aim was to perform a program evaluation of the crew chief initiative 
at the USPS by examining the effects of the crew chief program on mail processors 
role stressors, job strain, job satisfaction, and company and union commitment. The 
quantitative analyses failed to support any of the hypotheses related to Aim 1. The 
crew chief intervention implemented at the USPS failed to demonstrate any significant 
changes after one year in role ambiguity, role conflict, emotional exhaustion, job 
satisfaction, supervisory satisfaction, union commitment, and organizational 
commitment. Unit-level climate effects were controlled for by employing an analytic 
strategy that accounted for the non-independence of observations, namely hierarchical 
linear modeling. However, the results suggest that after controlling for education and 
tenure there was hardly any variability at the unit level in the difference between Time 
1 and Time 2 role ambiguity (Hypothesis 8a), emotional exhaustion (Hypothesis 9), 
company commitment (Hypothesis 3), role conflict (Hypothesis 8b), and union 
commitment (Hypothesis 4) that could be explained by the intervention. There was 
marginally significant variance at the unit level in the difference between Time 1 and 
Time 2 job satisfaction (Hypothesis 2) and significant variance in satisfaction with 
supervision (Hypothesis 1), but the group variable did not explain any significant 
variance after controlling for tenure, education, and wave.
My second aim was to replicate and extend the stressor-strain-outcome model 
of stress and to test the proposition that mail processor perceptions of support from
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crew chiefs moderate the relationships between stressors and strain and strain and 
outcomes. The basic tenets of the model were supported, such that role ambiguity and 
role conflict (stressors) were positively associated with emotional exhaustion (strain), 
and emotional exhaustion was negatively related to job satisfaction and negatively 
indirectly related to company and union commitment (outcomes). I also found that 
crew chief support was negatively related to mail processor role ambiguity, role 
conflict and emotional exhaustion (Hypothesis 5 a, Hypothesis 5b, Hypothesis 5c, 
respectively) and positively related to job satisfaction, company commitment, and 
union commitment (Hypothesis 5d, Hypothesis 5e, Hypothesis 5f, respectively). In 
addition, consistent with past literature (e.g., Gordon et al., 1980; Schaubroeck et al., 
1989; Viswesvaran & Deshpande, 1993; Williams & Hazer, 1986), I found job 
satisfaction to be positively associated with company commitment (Hypothesis 7a) 
and union commitment (Hypothesis 7b). However, I failed to find support for any 
buffering effects of crew chief support on the role ambiguity-emotional exhaustion 
relationship (Hypothesis 6a), on the role conflict-emotional exhaustion relationship 
(Hypothesis 6b), or on the emotional exhaustion-job satisfaction relationship 
(Hypothesis 6c). Moreover, the data support direct paths from role ambiguity to each 
of the outcome variables, such that role ambiguity was negatively related to job 
satisfaction, company commitment, and union commitment beyond the indirect 
relationships o f role ambiguity via emotional exhaustion and job satisfaction.
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D id the Intervention Work?
The original study headed by Dr. Martin was an impressive and complex 
undertaking to evaluate a specific intervention in the context o f larger organizational 
change effort at one of the United States’ largest employers, the United States Postal 
Service. The impetus for this organizational development effort was a string of violent 
episodes that occurred in the mid 1980’s and early 1990’s at USPS facilities that 
gained national media attention. Investigations by the press and the United States 
Government Accounting Office (1994a, 1994b, 1997c) indicated that the authoritative 
culture and poor management-labor relations were primary factors in creating a work 
environment that was susceptible to violence. In addition, the poor work environment 
created undue stress and dissatisfaction among the employees o f the USPS that may 
not have culminated in violence, but could have contributed to poorer physical and 
mental health o f employees. From the USPS’s perspective, such a hostile work 
environment likely created inefficiencies in the form of decreased productivity and 
high grievance activity. Thus, public and political pressure led the USPS to adopt a 
series o f interventions to help improve the work environment. One o f these initiatives, 
the crew chief program, was designed to empower employees by allowing one o f the 
mail processors to directly lead the crew rather than the supervisor. The first aim of 
this study was to evaluate the impact of the crew chief program on employees’ stress, 
strain, job satisfaction, and organizational and union commitment.
Unfortunately, I was unable to find quantitative support for any o f the 
hypotheses related to Aim 1. This makes it difficult to claim that the crew chief
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intervention was successful in improving organization stress, strain, commitment, and 
satisfaction. In the next section, I discuss some of the potential explanations related to 
theory, implementation, and design for why my hypotheses about the effectiveness of 
the crew chief program failed to obtain support.
Theoretical Issues
Is an empowerment intervention inappropriate for the current context? One 
possible explanation for why the crew chief program may not have produced the 
expected change in organizational outcomes is because an empowerment-based team 
structure may be inappropriate for the type of work performed at USPS mail 
processing facilities. Elmutti (1997) argued that self managing team structures are not 
well-suited for organizations that utilize highly automated production technology 
because only limited intervention is required by employees. In other words, because 
machines are largely responsible for performing the work, teamwork processes are not 
only unnecessary, but may be a hindrance to efficient performance. However, I believe 
this to be an unlikely scenario in the case o f the USPS. Although mail processing work 
is highly automated, other aspects o f operations, such as reacting to machine 
breakdowns and the fact that more than one person is required to operate the USPS 
machines, would benefit from an empowering team structure. Nevertheless, given that 
much of the process remains greatly automated, it is reasonable to expect smaller 
effects o f an empowerment intervention in this setting compared to other settings 
where tasks accomplished as a group are not highly automated.
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Were all employees really empowered? Much of the justification for why I 
believed the crew chief intervention should have been successful came from the self­
managed work teams and empowerment literature. Based largely on the tenets of 
social exchange theory (Blau, 1964), I argued that the empowering of mail processors 
by the USPS and the APWU would essentially lead to a reciprocation by the mail 
processors in the form of job and supervisor satisfaction and company and union 
commitment. I also argued that the empowerment provided by the crew chief program 
would give mail processors with the control and resources to reduce and cope with 
stress and strain. Taking a step back into the realm o f process evaluation, I must 
consider whether the intervention was implemented as designed. That is, did the crew 
chief program empower employees?
According to the literature discussed in Chapter 3, empowerment is inherent in 
a self-managed team structure. Although the structure of crews under the crew chief 
program shared some similarities with self-directed work teams, it did not meet the 
accepted definition o f self-directed teams (see Osterman, 1994) for two main reasons. 
First, the crew members did not supervise their own work or make their own decisions 
about its pace and flow. Second, not all crews were intact units such that mail 
processors were assigned to one crew. The following two sections discuss in more 
detail these important differences.
D id crew members have direct control over their work? Under the crew chief 
program, only one individual, the crew chief, was formally empowered to make 
decisions on how the crew would accomplish its work. In fact, this was one of the
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major criticisms of the crew chief program made by the GAO (1997a, 1997b). The 
National Association o f Postal Supervisors (NAPS), a non-bargaining organization 
representing USPS supervisors, believed that the crew chief essentially represented an 
additional layer of management and that a true empowerment intervention would 
require traditional self-managed work teams with one direct report, the supervisor.
I argued that although only the crew chief was formally empowered by the 
program, mail processors also would be empowered through the influence they would 
gain in determining how they work. This was expected to be accomplished by having 
an increased probability o f building a high quality leader-member exchange with the 
crew chief. That is, crew chiefs would be more likely to provide voice and input in 
decision making to mail processors because mail processors and crew chiefs would be 
more likely to share values and identify with one another. That is, the crew would be 
directed by “one of their own” rather than “them” (management).
Unfortunately, this study did not directly measure these intermediate processes 
required for building trust and thus good leader-member exchange relationships. There 
was no way to establish in this study whether a high quality leader-member exchange 
developed between the crew chief and mail processors. However, there was one item 
that specifically asked mail processors whether crew chiefs are people they could trust. 
Equal numbers o f mail processors (42%) agreed and disagreed with that statement, 
with more strongly disagreeing than strongly agreeing. Another interesting set of 
findings is that the majority of mail processors perceived crew chiefs to be 
replacements for supervisors, viewed crew chiefs as part o f management, and believed
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crew chiefs acted like traditional supervisors. These findings suggest that the crew 
chief program was not operating as planned, as it was not the intention of the program 
for crew chiefs to replace supervisors; rather, the crew chief was expected to act as a 
liaison between the work crew and the supervisor. In interviews conducted with union 
members and management at the trial sites, many admitted that there were 
misunderstandings of the program by mail processors, and much of this was a result of 
poor communication and training at the initial rollout o f the program. Thus, the 
negative first impression of the program that many mail processors had may have 
limited the program’s ability to achieve its intended goals.
In addition, there were no items included in the questionnaire that inquired 
directly about employee perceptions of empowerment. Without this information, it is 
difficult to evaluate whether or not mail processors believed they were empowered by 
the crew chief program. The results o f the interviews with union members and 
management were also mixed on this issue, although it did appear that more 
interviewees felt that the crew chief program empowered mail processors.
Are intact workgroups critical to building empowerment? The second way 
USPS crews differed from traditional self-managed work teams was that the crews 
were not intact teams. Mail processors usually rotated and often did not have the same 
crew chief from day-to-day. Interestingly, the majority of union members and 
management interviewed at the trial sites indicated that many employees preferred a 
rotational structure. According to the interviewees, the rotation introduced fairness by
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ensuring that no one crew had many o f the “best” or “worst” employees, and that no 
mail processor would get “stuck” with an ineffective crew chief.
However, some interviewees believed that using intact teams could have 
improved the crew chief program. These interviewees believed that maintaining intact 
teams would provide the necessary time for crew chiefs and mail processors to build 
rapport and relationships, which would lead to better teamwork. Some research 
supports this reasoning. For example, Campion et al. (1996) found that teams with 
members who only belonged to one team and were comprised of mostly permanent 
members were perceived to have more positive team characteristics and be more 
effective. Thus, crews at USPS processing plants may have failed to develop a single­
team identity, which could have limited their potential for success.
Implementation Issues
Lack o f support from supervisors. Another possibility for the lackluster results 
concerns the limited involvement of supervisors in the design and implementation of 
the program. In fact, as indicated by the GAO reports (1994a, 1994b, 1997a, 1997b) 
and from the interviews conducted with union employees and management at trial 
sites, many supervisors viewed the crew chief program as a threat to their job security. 
These supervisors were opposed to the program and may have even been attempting to 
undermine it. Although supervisors were not eliminated, they were removed from the 
mail processing operation and the number o f required supervisors would have been 
reduced if the crew chief program had been made permanent (GAO, 1994). Thus, it
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was not surprising that the National Association o f Postal Supervisors formally 
opposed the crew chief initiative (Goodin, 1992).
Involving supervisors from the outset might have made them more likely to 
accept the crew chief program. When supervisors are not involved, they may feel that 
the organization has abandoned them in favor o f the newly empowered employees, 
and therefore they could be motivated to ensure that the initiative does not succeed 
(Harrison, 1995). It is difficult to imagine how supportive supervisors could possibly 
have been for a program that may threaten their jobs. Interestingly enough, when mail 
processors were asked who benefited most from the crew chief program, 79% 
indicated that supervisors benefited at least a moderate amount, which is more than 
any of the other stakeholders (mail processors, APWU local union, customers, and the 
USPS). Assuming that supervisors themselves do not perceive themselves as the 
principal beneficiaries, this creates a situation where neither of the major stakeholders 
who were the primary targets o f the crew chief program believed they were the 
primary beneficiaries!
Were labor-management relations too poor at baseline? The extremely poor 
labor-relations climate may be another explanation for the lack o f support for the 
hypotheses related to Aim 1. Although a major goal of this initiative was to improve 
labor-management relations, because the climate was initially faced with tremendous 
conflict, the crew chief program faced barriers “getting off the ground.” This 
conjecture is consistent with some o f the findings from the interviews conducted with 
employees and management at the crew chief trial sites. Many interviewees brought
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up the problem that the crew chief program did not get as an effective start as it could 
have. Miscommunication, whether inadvertent or not, is a common symptom of poor 
labor-management relations, and was cited, along with lack of training, for why the 
crew chief program had an ineffective rollout. As discussed above, some union 
employees believed management did not support the program and that management 
was actively undermining the program. Even if  this perception was inaccurate, the 
evident distrust is a sign of a poor labor management climate that may have made it 
difficult for employees to accept the program as a genuine attempt to expand 
employee participation.
Design Issues
Lack o f power. I based the evaluation o f the Aim 1 hypotheses on a smaller 
than anticipated sample size and thus experienced low power for the tests o f the 
hierarchical linear models. Recall that the sample size was reduced from 262 to 177 
cases, given the problems uncovered with the matching scheme. Even though the 
matching problem did not affect the Level 2 sample size, the average group size fell 
from 10 to 6.8, which translated to a 32% reduction at Level 1. With such small 
groups, any large deviation o f even one member within a group could have had a 
disproportionately strong influence on the within-subjects variation in the unit, leading 
to attenuated reliability and intraclass correlations. This is in fact what occurred in this 
dataset. Only satisfaction with supervision had an intercept reliability o f over .30. This
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lack of power makes it difficult to conclude convincingly that there was indeed no 
effect o f the program on organizational stressors, satisfaction, and commitment.
Did enough time elapse to detect changes in outcomes? When evaluating 
organizational programs and interventions, one must always be conscious o f the time 
span within which the program exists and when the outcome measures are collected.
In the present study, the length of time o f when baseline and follow-up measures were 
given was approximately one year. However, according to the implementation 
analysis data, many interviewees reported that it took additional time for the crew 
chief program to be implemented. Moreover, even if  the crew chief program was 
properly implemented immediately after the baseline data was collected, was one year 
enough time to expect dramatic changes in the culture and attitudes of the 
organization?
Absence o f key mediator. The pivotal component o f this program, the 
empowerment o f employees, upon which much of the justification for why I believed 
the program would improve job satisfaction, company and union commitment, and 
reduce stress and strain, was not included as a proximal outcome in this study. In the 
hypothesized temporal sequence, the crew chief program would first have to affect 
empowerment perceptions, which would then produce change in other organizational 
attitudes. Hence, mail processor empowerment perceptions were perhaps more likely 
to change after one year compared to the other outcomes examined in this study. 
Despite the fact that many interviewees indicated that mail processors believed they 
were more empowered, it would have been preferable to know the opinions of the
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entire sample via a questionnaire measure o f empowerment. Having this data would 
have allowed for a stronger assessment of the crew chief program.
Were there other (unmeasured) outcomes that the crew chief program may 
have affected? Another consideration is that there may have been other important 
outcomes that the crew chief program improved that were not assessed in this study. 
The most salient outcomes that come to mind are objective indicators such as 
productivity, efficiency, attendance, and retention. Interestingly, Belanger et al. (2003) 
found that although efficiency improved as a result of the use o f self-directed teams, 
there was still a lack o f commitment to the organization. The authors’ explanation for 
these results is that the initiative might have increased the social distance between 
management and employees by removing supervisors from the work process. Thus, 
efficiency may increase and workers may become more satisfied, but this does not 
necessarily lead to increased commitment to the organization or even improved labor- 
management relations. This situation is certainly possible in the current study. Some 
evidence for this effect comes from the interview transcripts with union employees 
and management at the trial sites. Some interviewees stated that the crew chief 
program improved efficiency at the plants. In addition, a few remarked that some mail 
processors saw the crew chief program as a success by distancing the supervisors from 
the workroom floor. Mail processors saw this as an “improvement” in labor- 
management relations.
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Unsupported Hypotheses o f  Aim 2
Crew chief support and emotional exhaustion. Although there was initial 
support for Hypothesis 5c, such that a higher level of crew chief support was 
bivariately associated with a lower level o f emotional exhaustion, the relationship was 
not significant when evaluated in the full model. This pattern o f results is similar to 
that reported by Schaubroeck et al. (1989), suggesting that the relationship between 
crew chief support and emotional exhaustion is completely mediated by role 
ambiguity and role conflict. Assuming that this finding generalizes to other forms of 
social support, this would suggest that increased social support leads to a reduction in 
strain by decreasing the level o f perceived role stressors. Thus, this finding, along with 
the findings reported by Schaubroeck et al. (1989), would suggest that social support 
does not have a direct relationship with strain, but has an indirect effect such that the 
mechanism of associated change with strain is through the relationship of social 
support to stress.
Moderating effects o f  crew chief support. A major component o f Aim 2 was to 
evaluate the moderating effects o f crew chief support on the stressor-strain and strain- 
outcome relationships. Unfortunately, the data failed to support the moderator 
Hypotheses 6a, 6b, and 6c. As discussed in Chapter 5, research often fails to detect 
hypothesized moderator effects o f support on employee outcomes o f stress and strain. 
In fact, moderator effects in general are very difficult to support in the social sciences 
(Aguinis, 1995; Cronbach, 1987; Jaccard, Wan, & Turrisi, 1990). Two o f the more 
influential methodological reasons for this difficulty include the restriction of range in
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the joint distribution of the moderator and independent variables that is common in 
field research (Aguinis & Stone-Romero, 1997; McClelland & Judd, 1993) and the 
inherent lower reliability o f the interaction term compared to its component parts 
(Busemeyer & Jones, 1983; Evans, 1985; Jaccard et al., 1990). I examined the joint 
distributions o f crew chief support with role ambiguity, role conflict, and emotional 
exhaustion, and found certain combinations of the moderator with the independent 
variables that were significantly lower than the expected sample size. For example, 
only 17 (3.2%) participants scored in both the low range of role conflict and crew 
chief support and 12 (2.3%) scored high on both variables. Hence, the restriction of 
range in the joint distribution o f the moderator and independent variables present in 
this study adversely affected the power to detect a significant interaction.
In addition to the methodological obstacles common to moderator models, 
there are also some theoretical explanations for why the moderator effects of crew 
chief support were not supported. One reason may be the omission o f individual 
differences in the model. For example, mail processors may have different 
requirements for the type of support they would like to receive (cf. Reynolds & Perrin, 
2004). More independent-minded mail processors may not respond well to a crew 
chief constantly offering support, maybe interpreting these support-oriented behaviors 
as “micro-management” or evidence o f distrust. Consistent with this proposition, some 
research had found moderating effects o f individual differences on the buffering effect 
of social support. For example, Cummins (1990), found a three-way interaction among 
supervisor support, job stress, and relationship orientation, such that supervisor
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support buffers the relationship between job stress and job satisfaction for 
relationship-oriented individuals, but demonstrated no buffering effect for task- 
oriented individuals. Given the nature o f the mail processor job, it would be 
appropriate to characterize the position as more task-oriented in nature than 
relationship-oriented. If individuals are attracted to and tend to remain in jobs that are 
consistent with their interests and personality type (Holland, 1997; Holland & 
Gottfredson, 1976), then it would be reasonable to assume that most mail processors 
are task-oriented. Thus, the results from Cummins (1990) are consistent with the 
findings o f this study in their lack o f evidence for a buffering effect o f supervisor 
support.
Another possible three-way interaction involves the moderating effect o f one 
job stressor on the other. As discussed in Chapter 5, Fried and Tiegs (1993) found that 
the buffering effect of social support from a union steward was present when both role 
ambiguity and role conflict were high. Extending this finding to my research, crew 
chief support may only become salient as a buffer between stress and strain when the 
mail processor is under high levels of multiple job stressors.
Summary
In summary, although the quantitative findings of this study failed to support 
the Aim 1 hypotheses, it is difficult for me to conclude that the intervention did not 
have an effect. This is not only because it is logically incorrect to interpret a 
nonsignificant finding as proof that an effect does not exist, but also because there are
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alternative theoretical, implementation-related, and design-related explanations that 
are more plausible in accounting for the lack o f findings than attributing it entirely to 
the design o f the crew chief program. The results o f the implementation analysis, 
discussed in the previous chapter, seem to indicate that the crew chief program was 
not implemented to the extent necessary to produce the maximum effect on the 
outcomes of interest. As discussed in Chapter 8, the GAO evaluators, APWU 
evaluators, and the great majority o f interviewees believed the crew chief program was 
successful and had the potential to be even a greater success. In fact, 74% of mail 
processors at the Time 2 crew chief sites believed that the crew chief program should 
have been continued “as is” or with changes. Given the totality o f the evidence, I 
conclude that even though the findings may have failed to support the effectiveness of 
the crew chief program on the outcomes included in this study, the results are 
inconclusive regarding the overall value of the crew chief program as an effective 
organizational intervention because o f the methodological concerns and theoretical 
issues discussed in this section.
What did Work?
Implementation Analysis Findings
The results o f the implementation analysis not only provided insight on why I 
was not able find quantitative changes in the outcomes, but also highlighted the areas 
in which the crew chief program benefited the USPS and its employees. Most o f the 
participants interviewed had a favorable opinion of the crew chief program and
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believed that labor-management relations improved after the crew chief program was 
implemented. The following two sections discuss some of the perceived benefits and 
positive characteristics of the crew chief program reported by interviewees.
Benefits o f the crew chiefprogram. The implementation analysis revealed that 
many of those interviewed believed that the crew chief program improved operations 
at the mail processing facilities. According to the participants, crew chiefs helped to 
organize better operations, improved communication and teamwork, and were better 
able to keep the mail processing machines operating continuously. Interviewees also 
believed that crew chiefs helped to increase mail processors’ safety awareness and 
behavior. Lastly, interviewees reported that fewer grievances were filed under the 
crew chief program.
Thus, it appears that the crew chief program may have had a beneficial impact 
on productivity-based outcomes. As discussed above, it may be possible for an 
intervention to impact measures o f productivity and not cause change in attitudinal 
outcomes. Another possibility is that improvements cited by interviewees are more 
proximal outcomes o f the intervention than job attitudes. That is, perhaps more time 
was required to produce changes in attitudinal outcomes than for more productivity- 
based indicators. Unfortunately, there was no quantitative data on productivity 
outcomes available to statistically test whether the experimental sites demonstrated 
improvement in productivity compared to the control sites.
Another benefit of the crew chief program cited by interviewees was that 
supervisors had more time to complete administrative tasks because the crew chiefs
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alleviated some o f their managerial workload. Some supervisors reported that they 
appreciated the assistance provided by crew chiefs. However, the majority o f mail 
processor interviewees indicated that the true benefit of the crew chief program was 
that it limited the amount o f time mail processors had to interact with supervisors.
Mail processors were clear that they preferred to receive instructions from the crew 
chief and felt that crew chiefs were more approachable.
Positive characteristics o f the crew chiefprogram. One characteristic o f the 
crew chief program lauded by many of the interviewees was the ability to tailor 
portions o f the program to the needs of a particular facility. The interviewees 
appreciated having “voice” in how to implement the program at their local unit to take 
into account unique circumstances that would have been ignored with a rigid, 
standardized program. This provision o f “voice” in the implementation of the program 
is not only favorable to employees, but also may be essential to garnering employee 
“buy-in” to the program.
An apparently important aspect of the crew chief program, at least from the 
perspective o f the mail processors, was the ability o f a crew to vote out a crew chief. 
According to Kulisch and Banner (1993), having this option available to the team 
decreases the likelihood o f viewing the team leader as a management surrogate, and 
encourages teams to view them more as a team member. If  team members viewed 
crew chiefs as a management “crony,” then team members may be more likely to 
reject the crew chief program and likely to react negatively as they may have felt that
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management was trying to bamboozle them with a change effort that really was not a 
change at all.
As discussed previously, most mail processors perceived crew chiefs to be 
replacements for supervisors and viewed crew chiefs as part of management. 
Interestingly, o f all the items asked of mail processors at the trial sites, the most 
endorsed opinion items were those regarding the ability to vote out crew chiefs. Mail 
processors believed that they should have the right to vote out ineffective crew chiefs 
and that this ability made crew chiefs more responsive to the needs o f mail processors. 
Almost all employees interviewed shared the same beliefs. However, some members 
o f management were not in favor o f allowing mail processors to vote out crew chiefs, 
as they felt that some o f the decisions about the deselection o f crew chiefs were more 
political and personal in nature than related to crew chief ineffectiveness.
However, I do believe that the deselection process was an important 
characteristic of the program, in that it was certainly the most empowering component. 
It may be true that political and personal considerations may come into play when 
deciding whether to vote out a crew chief. However, this is an intrinsic characteristic 
of all participatory and democratic processes. What is interesting though is that this 
power is what I would deem negatively-oriented rather than positively-oriented. 
Allowing mail processors to elect their crew chiefs would be more positive in nature, 
voting a crew chief “in” rather than voting one “out.” This might have also generated a 
stronger feeling o f empowerment for mail processors.
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Importance o f Crew Chief Support
Mail processors who reported high levels of crew chief support were more 
likely to report lower levels o f role ambiguity and role conflict, supporting Hypotheses 
5a and 5b. If  these relationships reflect causal effects, then one strategy the USPS can 
implement to reduce role stressors would be to increase the level o f support provided 
by the crew chief to mail processors. Given that a large component of support is 
relationally based (e.g., Blau, 1964; S. Cohen & Wills, 1985; Griffin et al., 2001; 
LaRocco et al., 1980), the USPS could provide more crew chief training in 
interpersonal skills and/or add interpersonal competency as a criteria for crew chief 
selection to increase the pool o f available social support. However, this would require 
the USPS to reimplement the crew chief program, creating the need for an additional 
intervention study to conclude whether changes in support are associated with changes 
in role stressors.
The findings did support all o f the other hypothesized main effects o f crew 
chief support. Mail processors who reported higher levels of crew chief support were 
more likely to report higher job satisfaction, company commitment, and union 
commitment. These results support Hypotheses 5d, 5e, and 5f. Using support as a 
proxy for the quality o f the relationship between the crew chief and mail processor, 
these findings highlight the critical link between positive relationships and 
organizational outcomes. That is, these results supporting the contention that 
employees “generalize” their relationship with their crew chief, who can be considered 
an agent o f the organization, to that of the larger organization itself. This logic also
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should extend to job satisfaction and company commitment. Employees who receive 
support will be more content with their job and will reciprocate to the organization 
with commitment, because the supervisor is a representative/agent o f the organization. 
An additional benefit in the case of the crew chief, as a union member, is that mail 
processors who receive support from the crew chief are likely to reciprocate in kind to 
the union with increased commitment.
Prominence o f Role Ambiguity
Although there was much support for the hypothesized relationships in the 
model, the initial model as a whole did not fit well. This was largely a result of 
unspecified strong relationships that were not included in the model. In examining the 
modification indices and standardized residual matrix o f the initial model, I discovered 
that there were significant relationships of role ambiguity with job satisfaction, 
company commitment, and union commitment. In effect, this suggested that there 
were significant direct effects o f role ambiguity and the outcome variables beyond the 
indirect effects via emotional exhaustion and job satisfaction. Mail processors who 
reported high role ambiguity were less likely to have high job satisfaction, high 
company commitment, and high union commitment beyond any of the implied 
mediation effects. Because these relationships were entirely plausible (cf. A. Cohen, 
1992; Fullagar & Barling, 1991; O' Driscoll & Beehr, 1994; Schaubroeck et al., 1989), 
they were included in the final model, resulting in a significant improvement in overall
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model fit. The other role stressor that was included, role conflict, did not exhibit any 
additional direct effects.
This pattern o f results brings a certain prominence to role ambiguity, at least at 
the USPS mail processing facilities. There are aspects of role ambiguity that affect job 
satisfaction beyond that explained by emotional exhaustion. In addition to producing 
strain, perhaps role ambiguity produces frustration and discontent that is reflected in 
job satisfaction because clarity in one’s work role is an essential expectation. 
Traditionally, work carried out in unionized organizations is governed by labor 
contracts that specify the exact duties and tasks expected to be performed by 
employees.
Also o f note is that role ambiguity explained variance in both company and 
union commitment, surpassing that of which was captured through the negative 
relationship of role ambiguity to job satisfaction. That is, there are aspects o f role 
ambiguity associated with both company and union commitment that are not explained 
by role ambiguity’s direct and indirect association (via strain) with job satisfaction. 
One possible explanation for role ambiguity’s direct relationship with company 
commitment is that in addition to not being satisfied with their work, employees may 
see role ambiguity as a violation o f their contract, and may respond by becoming less 
committed or by failing to develop commitment to the company. In social exchange 
terms, employees could consider the presence o f role ambiguity as a breach of both the 
social and economic exchange agreement. A possible explanation for role ambiguity’s 
direct connection to union commitment also follows from social exchange theory.
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Employees who attribute the failure for clarity in work roles to the union are less 
likely to reciprocate with commitment to the union.
Evaluation o f Direct and Indirect Effects
One of the major benefits of evaluating the SSO model with a covariance 
structure modeling framework is that it allows the evaluation of relationships among 
variables within the context of other variables and their relationships that are present 
in a particular model. Although structural equation modeling is less capable than 
system dynamic models in incorporating system-based principles, it goes beyond most 
general linear model-based analyses in enabling researchers to consider a larger set of 
direct and indirect relationships among the variables in a model. One of the tenets of 
systems science is that small changes in one variable can effect larger changes in other 
variables throughout the system (e.g., Levine, Van Sell, & Rubin, 1992; Senge, 1990; 
Sterman, 2000). In the case o f covariance structural modeling, it is possible for a 
variable to have small direct effect, but have large indirect effects. Hence, focusing 
strictly on the direct effects could lead one to underestimate the total magnitudes of 
the relationships present among variables included in a particular model.
In the case of the current model, role ambiguity had a total effect on company 
commitment and union commitment that was much larger than the direct effect alone. 
In addition, crew chief support exhibited significant larger total effects than direct 
effects alone, especially for company commitment, where the total effect was 314% 
larger than the direct effect itself. From the examination o f the total effects, the
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strongest predictors o f job satisfaction were emotional exhaustion, role ambiguity, and 
crew chief support. For company commitment, the strongest effects were from job 
satisfaction, role ambiguity, and crew chief support. Finally, for union commitment, 
the strongest effect was from crew chief support, followed by job satisfaction and role 
ambiguity.
SSO Model
Aim 2, which was concerned with replicating and extending the stressor-strain- 
outcome model, received more support than Aim 1. Rather than focusing on the 
effects o f the crew chief intervention per se, the central goal o f Aim 2 was to confirm 
the expected relationships among the central outcomes of the intervention after the 
implementation of the crew chief program. Another key variable was perceptions of 
crew chief support, which I hypothesized would have direct effects on all o f the 
outcome variables and to moderate the stressor-strain and strain-outcome 
relationships.
The relationships among the central variables posited by the SSO model 
received support. Mail processors who reported more role conflict and role ambiguity 
also indicated higher levels of emotional exhaustion than those who reported less role 
conflict and role ambiguity. These results confirm the expected relationship between 
stressors and strain. Mail processors who reported high levels o f emotional exhaustion 
were less likely to have high job satisfaction. This finding replicates previous research 
showing that strain is negatively associated with positive organizational outcomes.
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Thus, this study, along with previous research (cf. Cartwright et al., 1995; Mack et al., 
1998; Quick et al., 1997; Sauter et al., 1990), highlights why organizations should be 
concerned with employee stress. Besides an ethical concern organizations should have 
for their employees, employees who experience less strain should have higher job 
satisfaction. Job satisfaction is significant to organizations because it has been linked 
to outcomes o f value, such as company commitment (established in this study as well 
as Deery et al., 1994; Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; Schaubroeck et al., 1989; Tett & Meyer, 
1993), job performance (Iaffaldano & Muchinsky, 1985; Judge et al., 2001), 
absenteeism (Scott & Taylor, 1985), and turnover intentions (Mobley et al., 1978; Tett 
& Meyer, 1993).
Job Satisfaction and Company and Union Commitment
Mail processors who were more satisfied with their job reported higher levels 
o f both company commitment and union commitment. These findings lend support to 
Hypotheses 7a and 7b. The positive relationship o f job satisfaction and company 
commitment is a replication of several previous studies (Elangovan, 2001; Farkas & 
Tetrick, 1989; Schaubroeck et al., 1989; Williams & Hazer, 1986). However, even 
though I modeled the effect as a directional effect from job satisfaction to company 
commitment, the current findings do not necessarily confirm this ordering given the 
cross-sectional nature of the study design. As discussed in Chapter 5, it may be the 
case that company commitment affects job satisfaction (Bateman & Strasser, 1984), or 
that a reciprocal relationship exists between these attitudes (Farkas & Tetrick, 1989).
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Previous research on the relationship between job satisfaction and union 
commitment has been less clear (e.g., 1998; Bamberger et al., 1999; Fullagar & 
Barling, 1989; Gordon et al., 1980; Viswesvaran & Deshpande, 1993). An argument 
can be made that when employees are less satisfied with their job, they are likely to 
respond with more commitment to the union because the union is an instrument by 
which employees can improve their job situation. For example, if  employees are 
dissatisfied with their pay and benefits, they can ask the union to negotiate these 
desires on their behalf, and in turn, reciprocate to the union with their commitment. 
This increase in commitment could arguably occur regardless o f whether the union 
was successful in achieving employees’ desires. However, if the union is successful in 
improving working conditions for the employees, then a dynamic phenomenon occurs 
where job satisfaction and union commitment both improve, and the increase in job 
satisfaction reinforces the commitment to the union. This pattern would suggest a 
positive relationship between job satisfaction and union commitment.
In the current study, I argued that the crew chief program, as an initiative 
proposed by the union, would improve employee job satisfaction and employees 
would reciprocate with increased commitment to the union because they would 
attribute the program to the union. Although I was not able to demonstrate that job 
satisfaction or union commitment increased more in crew chief sites than in control 
sites, I did establish a positive link between the two. Moreover, the correlation 
between job satisfaction and union commitment increased from Time 1 (total sample r 
= .23, matched sample r = .18), to Time 2 (total sample r = .35, matched sample r =
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.28), whereas the relationship between job satisfaction and company commitment 
remained relatively stable from Time 1 to Time 2 (total sample r = .66, matched 
sample r = .67; total sample r = .65, matched sample r = .60, respectively). Obviously, 
an examination o f correlations alone is not enough to validate the dynamic nature of 
the relationship between job satisfaction and union commitment, but the pattern of 
results as well as the mixed findings in the literature are consistent with this idea.
Improving the Crew Chief Program 
The GAO (1994a, 1994b) believed there were four major shortcomings of the 
crew chief program, which I concur would strengthen the crew chief program if they 
were addressed. First, the GAO agreed with management that selecting crew chiefs 
based more on seniority than on qualifications is problematic. The GAO felt that the 
number o f ineffective crew chiefs could be reduced by shifting the emphasis to 
qualification from seniority. It is not entirely apparent to me based on the quantitative 
and qualitative data on whether there were a significant number o f ineffective crew 
chiefs, but from a performance standpoint, it makes sense that incorporating 
qualification-based criteria would improve the quality of the crew chiefs chosen. As 
discussed in Chapter 8, union and management interviewees disagreed about how 
crew chiefs should be selected. The GAO suggested a two-part system for the 
selection o f crew chiefs. The GAO recommended that the steering committee at each 
location be responsible for screening applicants and allow mail processors to select the 
crew chiefs from that pool.
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Second, the GAO noted that the USPS did not provide incentives for team 
performance. The literature on compensation and performance management discusses 
the importance o f matching the compensation system to the nature o f the work (Baker 
& Salas, 1997; Dickinson & McIntyre, 1997; Reilly & McGourty, 1998; Sahl, 1998; 
Simonds Jr & Bell, 1997; Tesluk, Mathieu, Zaccaro, & Marks, 1997; Zigon, 1997).
For example, a commission based system works well for salesperson performance and 
a salaried system works well for management employees. In team-based 
organizations, team performance should be evaluated and rewarded in addition to 
individual performance (Reilly & McGourty, 1998; Sahl, 1998; Simonds Jr & Bell, 
1997; Tesluk et al., 1997; Zigon, 1997). Hence, to maintain the proper motivation for 
work crews, future implementations of the crew chief program need to connect with 
the performance management and compensation system directly and clearly.
The third problem highlighted by the GAO was that the USPS did not do a 
good job o f holding employees or supervisors accountable for poor performance. 
Several employee interviewees brought up the issue of poor accountability. Some 
respondents felt neither crew chiefs nor supervisors wanted to be involved with 
disciplinary matters and simply “passed the buck” back and forth to each other. Mail 
processors who performed poorly created a burden to the crew, as other members 
needed to work harder to pick up their “slack.” Hence, clearly outlining and enforcing 
policies for performance accountability would not only likely improve the functioning 
of the crew chief program, but overall individual and team performance as well.
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The fourth major problem highlighted by the GAO concerned the ambiguity 
perceived by employees involved in the crew chief program regarding the roles and 
responsibilities o f the crew chiefs and supervisors. The results o f the implementation 
analysis reinforced this finding, where many interviewees felt there was some 
confusion regarding the exact role o f the crew chief among supervisors and the rank 
and file. Any future implementation of this type of program needs to delineate very 
clearly what the exact roles and duties of the crew chiefs are, and how the introduction 
o f crew chiefs impacts other positions. Training on the program should not only be 
given to crew chiefs, but to all employees involved. Further, the information should be 
communicated with newsletters, presentations, paycheck inserts, town hall meetings, 
and any other communications medium available to the organization. This information 
barrage should also be backed with an audit as part o f the process evaluation to ensure 
that employees are receiving and understanding the information. A sound 
understanding o f the crew chief program could have a profound impact on its success.
How Does the Current Study Differs from Previous Published Research Using
this Data?
Although Martin (2001) based his research findings on the same dataset that I 
used in this study, the aims, focal variables, and analytical strategies between our 
studies differ. One goal of Martin's research was to determine whether workgroup and 
supervisor climate at baseline, perceived support o f the crew chief program by 
management, and view of the role of the crew chief predicted acceptance of the crew 
chief program by mail processors and crew chiefs. To test the hypotheses based on this
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aim, Martin used hierarchical multiple regression analysis and examined regression 
results separately for mail processors and crew chiefs. The other goal o f Martin's 
research was to determine whether mail processors and crew chiefs differed on the 
variables used in the regression analysis. Martin examined these differences using a 
MANOVA followed by univariate t-tests.
Martin (2001) found that crew chiefs had higher levels o f acceptance o f the 
crew chief program compared to mail processors. O f the climate variables measured at 
baseline that Martin examined, he found that the crew chiefs’ perception o f the 
workgroup group climate was positively related to crew chief program acceptance 
whereas crew chiefs’ assessment o f the supervisory climate and satisfaction with 
advancement opportunities were negatively related to program acceptance. Martin 
explains the latter findings by suggesting that mail processors became crew chiefs as a 
means to improve their work situation. Consistent with this reasoning is Martin’s 
finding that crew chiefs reported more negative perceptions o f supervisory climate 
compared to mail processors at Time 1. Similarly, one o f the aims of my research was 
to determine whether the crew chief program improved the work environment as 
defined by stressors, strain, job and supervisory satisfaction, and company and union 
commitment. Improving the work environment for all mail processors, not just crew 
chiefs, was one o f the major objectives of the program. However, in my study, it was 
only appropriate for me to examine mail processors as there was not enough o f a 
sample size to provide adequate tests on attitude changes in crew chiefs. In sum, this 
set of findings from Martin’s studies provides evidence for why mail processors may
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have become crew chiefs, whereas my study was more of a direct test on whether 
change occurred on various organizational outcomes in mail processors.
In Martin’s (2001) study, the climate variables that were statistically 
significant for the crew chiefs were not found to be significant to crew chief program 
acceptance for the mail processors. However, Martin found that union loyalty was 
positively related to acceptance and postal service loyalty was negatively related to 
program acceptance (note that Martin included these variables as indicators of 
workplace climate in his study). Mail processors who were more committed to the 
union and less committed to the USPS were more likely to accept the crew chief 
program. Martin viewed this finding as evidence that mail processors perceived the 
crew chief program as a union initiative rather than a USPS initiative. This is an 
interesting finding in that both types o f commitment were found to be positively 
related to each other in this sample, yet they had opposite effects with crew chief 
acceptance in Martin’s study.
In my study, I found perceptions o f crew chief support by mail processors to be 
positively related to both union and company commitment, albeit the strength o f the 
relationship was greater for union commitment. Using an exchange framework, I 
explained these findings by suggesting that mail processors reward both the union and 
the USPS with commitment as reciprocation for the crew chief support provided. This 
implies that mail processors viewed the initiative as sponsored by both the union and 
USPS. Hence, the justifications Martin (2001) and I provide for the findings involving 
commitment, each of which are based on an exchange framework, are contradictory.
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However, it is important to note that crew chief support and program acceptance are 
very different variables, and that the hypothesized causal ordering differs for each. In 
Martin’s study, loyalty at Time 1 was used to predict acceptance at Time 2. In my 
study, I positioned crew chief support as an antecedent to both types of commitment. 
Perhaps baseline climate perceptions are important in determining acceptance, but it is 
possible that mail processors shift their perceptions over time and come to perceive the 
USPS as a partner in the initiative. It is also important to note that the subsamples used 
in establishing these relationships were different in our two studies. The subsample in 
my study for this analysis consisted o f all mail processors at Time 2, whereas in 
Martin’s study included only mail processors who were able to be matched from Time 
1 to Time 2.
Martin (2001) also found that mail processors had more acceptance o f the crew 
chief program when they viewed the crew chief position as a promotion and did not 
perceive the crew chief as a member o f management. The latter finding was one of 
the major themes from the implementation analysis, and is consistent with Martin’s 
study in that mail processors had negative attitudes toward the program when crew 
chiefs were viewed as a member of management. This is also consistent with one of 
the arguments I made in Chapter 3 for why the crew chief program would improve 
labor relations. The promotion o f “one of their own (mail processor)” as in charge of 
the workgroup rather than “one of them (management)” should lead to better leader- 
member relations.
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Also, the only variable to be related to program acceptance for both mail 
processors and crew chiefs was perceived support o f the crew chief program by 
management. In both groups, the more supportive upper management was viewed to 
be of the crew chief program, the more likely crew chiefs and mail processors would 
accept the crew chief program. As discussed previously and in Martin (2001), this 
finding is not surprising given prior findings in the literature on the importance of 
management support for successful organizational interventions. According to the 
survey results on this item, 36% of mail processors either strongly agreed or slightly 
agreed that top management was helping the crew chief program work well, and 
another 36% were neutral. Moreover, 48% of crew chiefs either strongly agreed or 
slightly agreed that top management was helping the crew chief program work well, 
and 22% were neutral. Martin reported this as a significant difference between these 
groups. It would have been interesting to have had a measure of support given to 
upper management to be able to compare their level o f perceived support to mail 
processors and crew chiefs. I would imagine that the percentage of top management 
who supported the program would be even higher. According to the implementation 
analysis, although many respondents believed that supervisors did not support the 
crew chief program, it did appear that upper management respondents were more 
supportive o f the program. Perhaps the level o f disparity among the ratings could be 
taken as an indicator o f “disconnect” among the levels of the organization.
Other attitudes in which crew chiefs had more positive attitudes than mail 
processors include perceptions of supervisor support, having adequate staffing,
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viewing the crew chief position as a promotion, knowing the crew chief role, and not 
viewing the crew chief as a part of management. Drawing on exchange theory, Martin
(2001) expected these differences because crew chiefs derived more o f the benefits of 
the program. Hence, they were more likely to have more positive attitudes relating to 
the crew chief program. However, given the results of the implementation analysis in 
this study, it is surprising to see that crew chiefs reported a mean level o f supervisor 
support that was above 4 (neutral) on a seven-point scale, given that they are likely to 
be directed affected by lack of supervisor support. The mean o f mail processor ratings 
on perceived supervisor support o f crew chiefs was below 4, indicating a slight 
disagreement with the item, which is consistent with the implementation analysis (note 
that crew chiefs were not interviewed as part of the implementation analysis.
In summary, Martin (2001) focused on predicting crew chief acceptance and 
describing differences between mail processors and crew chiefs on various 
organizational attitudes, whereas my research was a program evaluation to determine 
whether the crew chief program produced change in organizational stressors, strain, 
supervisory and job satisfaction, and company and union commitment. Additionally, 
my study differs in that I also examined the relationships between stressors, strain, 
support from the crew chief, job satisfaction, and union and company commitment.
Limitations
One possible problem with the dataset that I used to evaluate Aim 1 was the 
possibility that selection bias was present in the sample. Although I established that
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those who were included in the analysis did not significantly differ from those who 
were not included on numerous variables, there still exists the possibility of response 
bias related to “third” variables that I was unable to evaluate but that could distinguish 
the groups. An example of a third variable likely to create a response bias in the 
current study would be turnover. Mail processors who were not present at Time 2 
because they quit were obviously not included as part o f the sample. Those mail 
processors who quit during the intervention period were likely to have different job 
attitudes from mail processors included in the sample at Time 1, and may have quit as 
a result o f high stress and/or low satisfaction and commitment. Another limitation, 
discussed in more detail in the Design Issues section of this chapter, concerns the 
unexpected reduction in sample size resulting in inadequate power.
In the present study, the length o f time between the baseline and follow-up 
measures was approximately one year. However, according to the implementation 
analysis data, many interviewees reported that it took additional time for the crew 
chief program to be implemented. Hence, not all sites had the crew chief program in 
place for one full year. Moreover, even if the crew chief program was properly 
implemented immediately after the baseline data were collected, there is the issue of 
whether one year was enough time to expect statistically significant changes in the job 
attitudes o f interest.
The use o f a self-report questionnaire to gather data creates a susceptibility to 
various biases, such as social desirability and common method variance, which could 
have influenced my findings. There are at least four reasons why these biases may
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have had minimal effects in the present study. First, the outcomes o f interest assessed 
in this study are attitudinal in nature, and therefore are most suitably measured by self- 
report. Second, the survey data were collected from mail processors anonymously and 
thus should have minimized any motivation for socially desirable responding. Third, 
the correlation matrices across the sample subsets among the measures showed no 
signs o f general positive manifold (i.e., large numbers of positive correlations), which 
suggests that a common method factor is unlikely to explain all o f the estimated 
statistical relationships among the variables. Finally, some empirical research suggests 
that method variance accounts for a small proportion of the observed covariation 
among variables (Doty & Glick, 1998). Therefore, while method biases may have 
been present, it does not seem likely that my findings are purely attributable to the 
assessment instruments.
Lastly, the use o f a cross-sectional design in Aim 2 limits the strength o f the 
causal inferences one can draw from the data. For example, job satisfaction and 
company commitment could exert reciprocal effects on each other such that higher job 
satisfaction leads to greater company commitment, and this increased commitment 
leads to greater job satisfaction. Therefore, I limited the use o f causal language with 
regard to the Aim 2 hypotheses and I suggest that future research expand these 
findings using more dynamic and longitudinal methodologies.
Implications for Research
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One o f the strengths o f the design of this study was the explicit modeling o f the 
inherent nested nature o f the data. That is, employees who work within crews and are 
more likely to share common work experiences and attitudes with other members of 
their crew than with members of other crews. Given that most o f the mail processors 
rotated crews within a particular tour at a particular site, the intervention was based at 
the tour level for each site. The proper evaluation o f organizational interventions must 
take nesting into account, otherwise one risks violating a key assumption of the 
statistics one uses to assess these evaluations.
Although this study did not demonstrate quantitatively improvement in 
stressors, strain, job satisfaction, and company and union commitment, the 
implementation analysis from the qualitative data suggested there was a large potential 
for the crew chief program to succeed. Without the qualitative data, I would have been 
much less optimistic in my conclusions about the crew chief program. I believe one of 
the strengths o f this dissertation is to serve as another example o f how and why 
employing mixed methods in research endeavors provide better data upon which to 
answer research questions about organizations. Hence, organizational research, 
especially research concerned with evaluating interventions, should employ both 
methods o f inquiry whenever possible. A more detailed discussion of combining 
quantitative and qualitative methods can be found in writings by Hammersley (1992), 
Morgan (1998), and Ponterotto and Greiger (1999).
A major challenge for organizational research, especially with settings where 
the state o f labor-management relations is poor, is to guarantee convincingly to
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participants that their responses to questionnaires and/or interviews will remain 
anonymous or confidential. Obviously, an anonymous design is more secure from a 
privacy standpoint than a confidential one, as there is no way to trace back who 
answered a particular questionnaire. The only exception would be a unique 
combination o f demographic characteristics or knowledge of a respondent’s 
handwriting. Hence, guaranteeing anonymity is more likely to encourage a higher 
participation rate and engender more honest responses than confidentiality. However, 
anonymity can make it difficult to match data from multiple sources. This can be data 
from the same point in time, such as performance ratings, or respondent data from 
other points in time. Some form of identification is required to link the data from 
various sources, and therefore the best one can do to maintain privacy is guarantee the 
confidentiality o f the data.
Unfortunately, as discussed in the limitations section, the current study 
employed a longitudinal design with anonymous data. Given the hostile work climate 
at the USPS at the time, those involved in the data collection at the time had to make a 
decision on the tradeoff between participation and data quality versus the ability to 
link data from one timepoint to another. The research team chose to keep the surveys 
anonymous, and decided that data could be linked by matching demographic 
characteristics and handwriting across the two timepoints. That employees were 
extremely concerned about their privacy is evident in the reports from the research 
team that some participants distorted their demographic characteristics to prevent 
anyone from being able to link a particular questionnaire to them. However,
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guaranteeing anonymity in a longitudinal design inevitably reduces the available 
power o f any analyses, and introduces a possible selection bias for those who were 
matched and unmatched.
The question for future research and practice is then: How can researchers best 
manage the balance between guaranteeing privacy, both objectively and from the 
respondents’ perspective, and needing to link data from different sources from 
respondents? Although the most logical solution to date is to guarantee confidentiality 
and credibly emphasize to employees that any identifying information will never be 
revealed to anyone outside a particular research team, this may be too difficult a “sell” 
in some organizations and lead to smaller response rates and lower quality data. Future 
research on innovative strategies on this matter is needed, as this is a pervasive issue 
that faces many organizational researchers and practitioners.
Future research should also consider examining organizational support as a 
possible buffer o f the stress-strain-outcomes relationships. Given that organizational 
support is a higher level construct than the similar concept of social support, it may 
also be the case that organizational support will have a greater buffering effect for 
stressors, strains, and outcomes at the group level. Evidence for main effects of 
organizational support on stress comes from a study by Cropanzano et al (1997) that 
found organizational support to be negatively related to job tension, somatic tension, 
general fatigue, and burnout.
Implications for Practice
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One benefit of the crew chief program that arose out of the qualitative data 
from the implementation analysis is that there seemed to be less grievances filed by 
employees. As discussed in Chapter 2, there were an extraordinarily high number of 
grievances by employees at the USPS compared to other unionized work settings, and 
this was expensive for the USPS and likely reinforced poor labor relations with the 
union and its members. It would also have been interesting to know whether the crew 
chief program had an impact on other objective measures such as productivity and 
attendance. Employing both objective and attitudinal measures would have better 
captured the “program effectiveness” domain. Although this is not a novel idea, the 
current study should serve as a reminder that researchers need to use objective and 
subjective measures o f the criterion domain whenever possible.
One of the innovative aspects of the current research was the significant 
involvement o f the union in the design and implementation o f the crew chief program. 
A meta-analysis by Macy and Izumi (1993) o f 131 North American field studies of 
such workplace transformations found that only nine percent fully involved a union. In 
this study, the APWU was not only involved as a full partner, but also was the party 
that initially proposed the program. It is doubtful that the crew chief intervention 
would have had any chance of being successfully implemented if  not for the support 
o f the union. Practitioners should strive for a fully committed union as well as 
management to any organizational intervention in unionized work settings. In fact, this 
cooperation in itself could be an important first step in improving labor management 
relations.
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In addition, it is important to recall that the entire USPS was undergoing 
organizational changes at the time the crew chief program was implemented, and I 
found a significant reduction in stressors, strain, and union commitment, and an 
improvement in satisfaction with supervision across all sites. With the exception o f the 
finding concerning union commitment, it is tempting to suggest that the other forms of 
organizational development the USPS was experiencing at that time contributed to 
these changes. Although this reasoning is entirely plausible, experimental threats to 
validity, such as maturation and statistical regression, are impossible to rule out with 
the current dataset.
Regardless of the true cause of these changes, the most important lesson to 
impart to organizational researchers and practitioners is to always remember that 
interventions, or field research for that matter, do not exist in a vacuum. That is, one 
must always consider the context in which the intervention and/or research is being 
conducted. Hence, although it is possible to evaluate whether there were differential 
changes in outcomes by comparing sites undergoing the same organizational changes, 
with the only major difference between the sites being whether the crew chief program 
was implemented, it may not be possible for the crew chief program by itself to affect 
those changes. Perhaps it is inappropriate to evaluate the crew chief program, or any 
single intervention program for that matter, in isolation from other changes that may 
be taking place. This is essentially a systems perspective, in that any intervention 
component needs to be considered along with its other components. This would also
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suggest that if  other necessary components are not present, then any intervention 
without the right “ingredients” might be doomed for failure.
To highlight this reasoning with the crew chief program, recall in the previous 
section that GAO believed that the performance management system was not 
commensurate with the intervention. More specifically, one cannot expect team 
performance to improve if the team as a whole is not rewarded for its 
accomplishments. Therefore, future research and practice with an integrated and 
multifaceted intervention needs to be well developed and implemented to produce the 
desired changes throughout the organization. Moreover, as with all systems, there are 
always unforeseen challenges and behavior that may result from an intervention, and 
hence reinforces the importance of including a process evaluation in any study 
assessing organizational interventions.
In addition, none o f the interviewees and only approximately a quarter o f the 
mail processors believed that the crew chief program was not worth continuing. The 
GAO (1994a, 1994b, 1997c, 1997d) also recommended that the crew chief program be 
continued and expanded as one approach to implementing self-managed work units. 
The premature termination of the crew chief program could potentially damage labor 
relations by continuing the perception that the USPS is not serious about changing. 
Thus, it behooves practitioners to convince organizations that follow-through is a 
critical element of organizational change. In other words, organizational interventions 
are only worth implementing when the organization is fully committed by providing 
the necessary time and opportunity for improvement.
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Conclusion
The current study builds on research concerning self-managed work teams by 
examining the impact o f a specific approach, a crew chief program, had on role 
stressors, strain, satisfaction with supervision and the job, and company and union 
commitment. The USPS, the nation’s second largest employer, implemented the crew 
chief intervention at six mail processing plants across the United States and selected 
an additional three plants to serve as control sites. The analysis of the data also took 
into account the nested propertied of the data where employees are nested within shifts 
across sites. The quantitative results did not demonstrate that the crew chief program 
had more improvement in stressors, strain, satisfaction, and commitment than the 
control sites. However, based on the implementation analysis based on government 
and union reports and interview data, I concluded that the crew chief program was 
probably not fully implemented as designed and that the program was performing well 
enough to warrant at least an extension for further evaluation.
Unfortunately, after the pilot testing period expired, the program was not 
formally renewed. It seems that political influences within the organization were a 
major determinant on the ultimate fate of the crew chief program, as there was strong 
opposition to the program by many supervisors and the organization that represents 
their interest, the National Association o f Postal Supervisors. It is a shame that in 
many situations, as this is not unique to the USPS, political interest overshadows an 
objective assessment of determining the effectiveness of programs and interventions.
Discussion 228
This is a reality that practitioners and researchers must always keep in mind when 
proposing, designing, and implementing organizational change interventions.
Another major goal of the present research was to replicate and extend the 
stressor-strain-outcome model that is popular in the organizational stress literature.
The extension that this research provided was to examine how perceived support from 
a crew chief is related to role ambiguity, role conflict, emotional exhaustion, job 
satisfaction, company commitment, and union commitment. The data strongly 
supported the main effects outlined in the model, but there was no support for any of 
the proposed interaction effects. Also o f note, modifications to the model in which role 
ambiguity had direct relationships with job satisfaction and union commitment 
dramatically improved the fit o f the model. This suggests that role ambiguity may 
have effects on organizational attitudes that are beyond which are explained by role 
ambiguity’s relationship with strain. For organizations, role ambiguity and support 
from one’s immediate supervisor may be key levers that organizations should place 
more focus on reducing and improving, respectively, in order to catalyze other 
positive changes throughout the organization.
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Appendix A. Survey Results for Time 1 and Time 2 Across All Intervention 
and Control Sites for Mail Processors and Crew Chiefs
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Appendix B. American Postal Workers Union Reports
COLORADO SPRINGS AREA LOCAL
American |iustal porkers JJxtttm, ^^£-(£<3(0
P.O. BOX 2001 • COLORADO SPRINGS, COLORADO 80901
August 25, 1993
Sacramento Crew Chief Local Steering Committee
Please accept this as the report of our follow-up visit to Sacramento on 
August 10 and 11,1993.
We're sorry that your schedules did not permit an exit meeting upon 
completion of our interviews. We know you all have many other duties in 
addition to the Crew Chief Program. Considering this, we appreciate the time 
you have spent working to ensure a good test.
We also appreciate the openness of those interviewed in discussing 
benefits and problems with the program.
Briefly, we made the following observations during our discussions with 
mail processors, crew chiefs, and supervisors.
-It is apparent that time has made a big difference in employee 
reaction. Response was almost unanimously favorable to the idea of 
crew chiefs and the program.
-Every crew chief we talked with enjoyed their job, and most mail 
processors who were asked, responded that they would want to be a 
crew chief.
-Supervisors report that operations are running better.
-Mail processors report more relaxed working conditions.
-Training crew chiefs on the passer system has had positive results.
Some areas in need of attention are:
-A  few mail processors complained of some crew chiefs not spending 
enough time on the machines. (This is a common complaint in test 
sites and seems to be one of the critical tests of a crew chief. Crew 
Chiefs should make it a point to work the machines when possible.
This might mean delegating some other duty such as running for mail 
in order to have time to be on the machine.)
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—There is still an impression among certain employees that 
management will never accept the program, and may be undermining 
it.
-Supervisor turnover has hurt in that new supervisors have never been 
trained in the program and don’t immediately understand what crew 
chiefs do.
*
-Complaints of lack of information from the Local Steering Committee 
to the crew chiefs. Some feel abondoned, locally.
-T h e  crew chief vacancies filled on a  long term basis by reliefs , or not 
filled at all has caused some dissension. Vacancies should be posted 
and filled.
In addition, we have taken suggestions on the following issues which are 
more our responsibility than the local committee's.
-T here  were a number of discussions about the selection process, with 
no real consensus as to which method would be the best. We 
understand the importance of having a  selection process with integrity.
-Developing a method of assessing the crew chief after placement.
Once again, thanks for all your hard work and committment to the 
program. We will be on site again in about three months. If you have any 
questions or problems in the meantime please let us know.
Jon Numair
Labor Relations Specialist 
U.S. Postal Service 
475 L'Enfant Plaza, Room 9300 
Washington, D.C. 20260
Industrial Relations Director 
Colorado Springs Area Local
American Postal Workers Union 
P.O. Box 2001
Colorado Springs, Co. 80901
cc: Robert Tunstall
Anthony Vegliante
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COLORADO SPRINGS AREA LOCAL
^ m c r ic a n  ^ Jn s la l p o r k e r s  P « io n ,
P.O. BOX 2001 •  COLORADO SPRINGS. COLORADO 80901
,<a^ at August 25.1993
St. Paul Crew Chief Local Steering Committee'
Please accept this as the report of our follow-up visit to St. Paul on 
August 12 and 13,1993.
As we stated in our exit meeting with you, it appears that good progress 
has been made in adapting to the Crew Chief program since our last visit. This 
program takes time to find it's niche because it is such departure from the 
existing means of performing work and assigning responsibility. We appreciate 
all your efforts in working to ensure a good test and persevering under some 
tough circumstances.
We also appreciate the openness of those interviewed in discussing 
benefits and problems with the program.
Briefly, we made the following observations during our discussions with 
mail processors, crew chiefs, supervisors, and managers.
-Crew chiefs seem to understand their role very well.
-There is almost unanimous agreement that the program is positive and 
worth continuing.
-W e received reports of reduced tension among mail processors and a 
more relaxed workplace.
-Most crew chiefs like their jobs, and most mail processors would be 
interested in becoming a crew chief.
-Supervisors like the program and appreciate the assistance.
-Mail processors feel crew chiefs are more accessible than 
supervisors.
—Operations are reported to be better organized, with crew chiefs able to 
keep the machines running more continuously.
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Some areas in need of some attention are:
-S om e mail processors complained of some crew chiefs not spending 
enough time on the machines. (This is a common complaint in test sites 
and seem s to be one of the critical tests of a  crew chief. Crew Chiefs 
should make it a point to work the machines when possible. This might 
mean delegating some other duty such as running for mail in order to 
have the time to be on the machine. Or the crew chief could keep 
theircrew informed of what it is they are doing beside working the 
machine.)
—Mail processors don't know the full duties of the crew chief. This could 
possible be an explanation to the resentment found in the "not working 
the machine" complaint.
-Staffing has been, and continues to be a problem.
—Frustration over management not acting on suggestions or even giving 
feedback as to why a  suggestion was not implemented.
-M ail processors receiving conflicting instructions (supervisor not working 
through crew chief).
—Mail Processors seem to feel shut out of the program. Many mail 
processors didn't want to talk with us. We would suggest finding ways 
of opening a  dialogue with mail processors to get them involved. Solicit 
their input, questions and suggestions. The program should be more 
for them then anyone else.
In addition, we have taken suggestions on the following issues which are 
more our responsibility than the local committee's.
—Develop a  total training program that includes mail processors and 
supervisors.
—There were numerous discussions about the selection process, with no 
real consensus as to which method would be the best. W e understand 
the importance of having a selection process with integrity.
—Have a method of assessing the crew chief after placement.
-C lear up some of the vagueness in the job description.
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It is our understanding that the vacant tour 3 crew chief duty assignment, 
as well as new "bridge" jobs and tour 1 positions will be posted soon. In 
response to your request to have members of the National Task Force conduct 
the training, once you are ready to train the new crew chiefs, let us know, and 
we will do the training if possible.
Once again thanks for all your hard work and committment to the 
program. We will be on site again in about three months. If you have any 
questions or problems in the meantime please let us know.
Peter Sgro Q
Labor Relations Specialist 
U. S. Postal Service 
475 L'Enfant Plaza, Room 9300 
Washington, D.C.
i Numair 
Industrial Relations Director 
Colorado Springs Area Local 
American Postal Workers Union 
P.O. Box 2001
Colorado Springs, Co. 80901
cc: Robert Tunstall 
Anthony Vegliante
Appendix B 284
< 3
American Postal Workers Union, AFL-CIO
1300 L Street. NW, Washington, OC 20005
Ron Nesmith 
National Business Agentanonai usiness gent M n m  a t  President-
Memphis Region, Clerk Division M o e  H 1 -L x e r '  p r e s l a e “ c  
Suite 204. French colonial Biog. A m e r i c a n  P o s t a l  W o r k e r s  U n io n
2718 South 20th Street. 
Birmingham. Ala. 35209 
|205j 879-2798 (Offlcel
1 3 0 0  L .  S t r e e t ,  N .w . 
W a s h i n g t o n ,  D .C .  2 0 0 0 5
D e c e m b e r  6 ,  1 9 9 3
National executive Soere D e a r  M oe,
William furrus 
£MQJ0VI VICC f l tM M
Oouglit C. Hottrook 
Secrecar^ rnMauref
Thomas A. NcW 
MduarM Rtiatora CMrecMf
t ,  Oerk DMston 
j^CnnW-1
O ftoor, Maintenance OMOen
OonaM A. Hon 
Oireaor, MVS OMMn
George N. moccMmn 
Director. SOM OMilew
Regional CoorOtnatort
James P. WtHiams 
Central legion
FhMp C  Flemming. Jr.
CHMOeth "U T RowtH 
Northeast legion
Archie Sanscwy 
Southern Region
layOeti I. Moore 
Western legion
I  c o n d u c t e d  f o l l o w - u p  i n t e r v i e w s  i n  t h e  B i r m in g h a m ,A L  
c r e w  c h i e f  t e s t  s i t e  f o r  a u t o m a t i o n  o n  a l l  t h r e e  t o u r s  o n  
N o v e m b e r  2 9  a n d  3 0 ,  1 9 9 3 .
F o l l o w i n g  a r e  my o b s e r v a t i o n s  a n d  so m e  g e n e r a l  c o m m e n ts .
B i r m in g h a m  u s e d  t h e  j o i n t  u n i o n / m a n a g e m e n t  s e l e c t i o n  
s y s t e m  w i t h  t h e  u n - e l e c t i o n  p r o c e d u r e .  T h e  s e l e c t i o n  
p r o c e s s  h a s  b e e n  c o m p l e t e l y  t a k e n  o v e r  b y  m a n a g e m e n t . 
S e v e r a l  s e n i o r  b i d d e r s  w e r e  n o t  c h o s e n  b a s e d  s o l e l y  o n  
t h e i r  a t t e n d a n c e  w i t h  n o  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  e x p l a i n  t h e i r  
a t t e n d a n c e .  T h e i r  3 9 7 2  w a s  a  d i s q u a l i f i e s  w h e n  I  c o n ­
f r o n t e d  t h e  u n i o n  s t e e r i n g  c o m m i t t e e  p e r s o n  o n  t h i s ,  h e  
s a i d  t h e y  p r o t e s t e d  b u t  t h e r e  w a s  n o t h i n g  t h e y  c o u l d  d o  
b e c a u s e  m a n a g e m e n t  h a d  th e m  o u t n u m b e r e d  3 t o  2 o n  t h e  
c o m m i t t e e .
T h i s  i s  a n  e x a m p l e  o f  t h e  i n a b i l i t y  o f  a  w e a k  u n i o n  t o  
m a i n t a i n  i n t e g r i t y  i n  t h e  j o i n t  s e l e c t i o n  p r o c e s s .  W h i l e  
i t  h a s  w o r k e d  w e l l  i n  L o u i s v i l l e , K Y ,  i t  i s  a n  a b y s m a l  
f a i l u r e  i n  B i r m i n g h a m .  I t  h a s  b e c o m e  a  " b e s t  q u a l i f i e d "  
p r o c e s s  a n d  a s  a  r e s u l t  t h e  m e m b e rs  h a v e  l o s t  c o n f i d e n c e  
i n  t h e  p r o c e s s .  T h e i r  o n l y  i n p u t  i s  t o  u n - e l e c t ,  w h i c h  
t h e y  h a v e  d o n e .
T h i s  s e r v e s  t o  d e m o n s t r a t e  w h y  j o i n t  s e l e c t i o n  i s  n o t  a  
v i a b l e  o p t i o n  f o r  t h e  APWU i f  t h i s  p i l o t  i s  a c c e p t e d .  We 
c o u l d  n o t  e n s u r e  f u n d a m e n t a l  f a i r n e s s  f o r  a l l  m e m b e r s .
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Moe Biller 
December 6, 1993 
Page Two
This follow-up has also demonstrated the need to better prepare 
the mail processors for the program. The crew chiefs and some 
supervisors seem to genuinely like the program. The majority of 
mail processors are ambivalent at best. While only a few were 
openly hostile, few were enthusiastic either. Even the ones who 
dislike the program prefer crew chiefs to supervisors when asked 
that pointed question.
I believe this site has settled down since the last visit. I 
credit the un-election which took place in August with giving 
some integrity to what is viewed as a best qualified selection 
procedure.
We must do a better job training the crew chiefs and the mail 
processors but I remain convinced of the value of the program. I 
believe it has the added potential of eliminating the 204-B 
program. It is being discontinued in this office early next 
year. I believe this pilot deserves some of the credit for that.
If you have questions, feel free to call.
Yours in Solidarity,
Mike Morris
National Business Agent 
American Postal Workers Union
MFM/bal
opieu#2
afl-cio
cc: B. T u n s t a l l
J. Numair
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American Postal Workers UnionrAFL-CIO
1300 L Street NW. Washington. DC 20005
Mike Morris
National Business Agent M o e  B i U e r  P r e s i d e n t
Memphis Region. Clerk Division .  e  7  „ '  7 7  , ,  , „  • _
suite 204. French colonial Biog. A m e r ic a n  P o s t a l  W o rk e r s  U n io n
27IB South 20th Street. 1 3 0 0  L . S t r e e t ,  N.W.
Birmingham, Ala. 35209 W a s h in g to n ,  D .C . 2 0 0 0 5
(205) 879*2798 3
D e c e m b e r  6 ,  1 9 9 3
D e a r  M oe,
wuftam lu m a 
Em c m v i  Vtct PreRdent
Oougtu c. HoJoroe* 
Secreury>rreMurer
ThomM A. NfNt 
inAoew Mactons praetor
f t i .  TunoaM 
or, Clertt OMiien
j v r m w .  Ungtterg 
Director, MMnCcnanc* 0<vision
oonaw A, Ron 
Otreaar. MVS OivHion
Georg* N. McXwnen 
Oirtoor. SOM DivtWon
Regional C M M n n to  
J M tt t  P. WUHMlf 
Centra* Region
RhMp C  RMnwnmg. Jr.
F o l l o w i n g  i s  a  b r i e f  r e p o r t  o n  my a u t o m a t i o n  c r e w  c h i e f  
f o l l o w - u p  i n  t h e  L e h ig h  V a l l e y  l o c a l  o n  N o v e m b e r  3 0 /  
D e c e m b e r  1 , T o u r s  1 a n d  3 .
T h e r e  a r e  s e r i o u s  p r o b l e m s  o n  T o u r  I I I  w h e r e  t h e  
s u p e r v i s o r s  a r e  o b v i o u s l y  a g a i n s t  t h e  p r o g r a m .  T h e y  h a v e  
a b d i c a t e d  a l l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i n  t h e  a r e a  a n d  a r e  t r y i n g  
t o  s a b o t a g e  t h e  p i l o t  i n  my o p i n i o n .  I  h e a r d  t h i s  o v e r  
a n d  o v e r  f r o m  t h e  m a i l  p r o c e s s o r s  a s  w e l l  a s  c r e w  c h i e f s .  
A s a  r e s u l t ,  t h e r e  w a s  o v e r a l l  p o o r  a c c e p t a n c e  o f  t h e  
p r o g r a m  o n  T o u r  I I I .
T o u r  I  w a s  c o m p l e t e l y  d i f f e r e n t .  T h e  s u p e r v i s o r ,  c r e w  
c h i e f s  a n d  m a i l  p r o c e s s o r s  w e r e  o v e r w h e l m in g l y  i n  s u p p o r t  
o f  t h e  p r o g r a m .  T o u r  X s e e m s  t o  b e  am ong  t h e  b e s t  o f  a l l  
o f  t h e  p i l o t  s i t e s  a n d  T o u r  I I I  a m o n g  t h e  w o r s t .
I f  I  c a n  b e  o f  f u r t h e r  a s s i s t a n c e ,  p l e a s e  l e t  m e k n o w .
aiuMtft "ur pow«M 
Nertftea* Region
Archie Salisbury 
Southern Region
RoyOeti R. Moore 
WeMrn Region
Y o u r s  i n  S o l i d a r i t y ,
M ik e  M o r r is ,N B A
A m e r ic a n  P o s t a l  W o rk e r s  U n io n
c c : J . N u m a ir
B . T u n s t a l l  
B . O g o z a l e k  
M F M /bal 
o p i e u # 2
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COLORADO SPRINGS AREA LOCAL
JVmmcan |3usial pforhers JUnion,
P.O. BOX 2001 • COLORADO SPRINGS. COLORADO 80901
December 29, 1993
Rochester N.Y. Automation Crew Chief Local Steering Committee
Please accept this as the report of our follow-up visit to Rochester on 
December 6,1993.
Due to time restraints we regret we did not have an opportunity to talk 
with your committee, as a whole, upon completion of our follow-up. However, we 
did talk with most of you individually. We appreciate the time you have spent 
working to ensure a good test, as well as your input and concern regarding the 
project.
We also appreciate the openness of those interviewed in discussing the 
benefits and problems with the program.
Briefly, we made the following general observations during our 
discussions with mail processors, crew chiefs, and supervisors.
—Due to staffing problems many people felt the test had a very shaky 
start.
—Crew chiefs were noted to be assisting mail processors by keeping 
them supplied with mail, and keeping the machines running. We were 
told they know the operations better than a supervisor, which helps.
—Mail processors expressed frustration over understanding the role 
differences between mail processors, crew chiefs, and supervisors.
—When the crew chief helps out with the core duties of feeding and 
sweeping the machine, mail processors view the job positively. When 
the crew chief is predominantly engaged in other duties they view it 
negatively.
—With the introduction of crew chiefs, mail processors felt 
oversupervised. Supervisors maintain a floor presence, sometimes 
undermining the crew chief. Mail processors now see twice as many 
people giving them instructions.
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Pay w as viewed as  inadequate.
Som e of the issues raised in our interviews are common to all the  te st 
sites and will be addressed  by the National Task Force.
W e feel the following suggestions might help you ad d ress som e of those 
things you can  work on locally.
— Have your Local Steering Committee communicate the role of the  
crew chief to mail processors and answ er questions they might have 
regarding the distinction between supervisor and crew chief.
— Encourage crew chiefs to spend time feeding and sw eeping the 
m achines. D elegate allied work, when possible, to m em bers of the
—Encourage dialogue between crew chiefs, and betw een crew chiefs 
and crew members, particularly over problems that have surfaced. Allow 
the time to talk them through.
—Give guidance to supervisors regarding their changed role. They 
should be  managing the operation, not supervising around the crew 
chief.
W e will be following up again in approximately three months. P lea se  feel 
free to contact us for any assistance you may need in the meantime. O nce 
again, thank you for your time and efforts in support of the te st program.
crew.
Jon Numair 
Industrial RiCustdcper .Service Support elations Director 
Colorado Springs A rea LocalProgram s Analyst 
U.S. Postal Service 
475 L'Enfant Plaza, Room 4347-E 
W ashington, D.C. 20260
American Postal W orkers Union 
P.O. Box 2001
Colorado Springs, Co. 80901
cc: Robert Tunstall
Anthony Vegliante
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Appendix C. Interview Form and Transcripts
CITY TIME DATE NAME WSU INTERVIEWER
SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW FOR THE CREW CHIEF PROJECT
1. What are your positions in the USPS (and APWU)? (Title?) Nq,te if person is 
on local crew chief steering committee.
2. How has the union-management relationship changed since last year?
3. What has changed in automation because of the crew chief program?
4. Is the crew chief program functioning the way you thought it would?
5. What do you think has hindered effective implementation of the crew chief 
program in this site? (General question first, then probe for specific answers)
6. What would you say is the best thing about the crew chief project? The worst 
thing?
7. Do you think the crew chiefs in your facility were adequately trained to 
perform their new function, both technically and interpersonally?
8. Overall, what proportion of the current crew chiefs do you think are 
competent to perform the crew chief job? (Probe for differences between 
effective and ineffective crew chiefs).
9. Do the crew chiefs in your facility spend time on the machines? (open-ended 
first, then probe, HOW MUCH AND FOR WHAT REASONS?)
PROBE Do they spend an appropriate amount of time on the machines? (too 
much/too little)
10. For each meeting below, find out frequency, formalness, purpose, and what 
is discussed/accomplished?
A. Do the crew chiefs have meetings among themselves?
B. Do the crew chiefs have meetings with the supervisors?
C. Do the crew chiefs meet with the local steering committee?
D. Do the crew chiefs have meetings with their crew members?
E. Are their any other meetings in relation to the crew chief program?
11 Are chiefs assigned to a regular crew or do they have different crew members 
each day? (PROBE, HOW SHOULD THEY BE ORGANIZED?)
12. Do the same people work together regularly in the OCR/BCS/DBCS unit? All 
three tours? Describe how they are organized.
13. How are crew chiefs organized to cover the 7 day a week operation? (Probe, 
how has that worked out?; what would you recommend?)
14. If the crew chief program is made permanent, what changes would you 
suggest?
15. On a 10-point scale (with 10 being extremely supportive), how supportive of 
the crew chief project are you:
A. As it currently exists?; B. As it could function ideally?
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SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW FOR THE CREW CHIEF PROJECT |
CITY: BIRMINGHAM
1 .  W h a t a r e  y o u r  p o s i t i o n s  i n  t h e  USPS ( a n d  APWU)? ( T i t l e ? )  N o te  i f  p e r s o n  i s  
o n  l o c a l  c r e w  c h i e f  s t e e r i n g  c o m m i t t e e .  . i .
I . J
U n i o n  w a s  P r e s i d e n t ,  s t e w a r d  a n d  c l e r k  c r a f t  d i r e c t o r .  T n o r a  w a s  a w yi s t e e r i n g  
c o m m i t t e e  m e m b e r j a n d  o n e  s e l e c t i o n  c o m m i t t e e  m e m b e r .  '<
M a n a g e m e n t  c o n s i s t e d  o f  a  p l a n t  m a n a g e r  a n d  tw o  MDOs. A l l  t h r e e  w e r e  l o c a l  
s t e e r i n g  c o m m i t t e e  m e m b e r s .
2 .  How h a s  t h e  u n io n - m a n a g e m e n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  c h a n g e d  s i n c e  l a s t  y e a r ?
U l :  H a s  c h a n g e d ;  m o r e  c o o p e r a t i v e  r e l a t i o n s .  E x :  E m p l o y e e  s u g g e s t s  t h i n g s  a n d  
m a n a g e m e n t  a g r e e s .  M o re  e m p l o y e e ' s  n e e d s  a r e  a d d r e s s e d .  Why? T r y i n g  t o  r a i s e  
m o r a l  n a t i o n w i d e .  I n  t e r m s  o f  t h e  g r i e v a n c e  p r o c e d u r e ,  t h e r e  i s  l e s s  
a r b i t r a t i o n  a t  l o w e s t  l e v e l ;  m g t  w i l l  s i t  a n d  t a l k  r a t h e r  t h a n  a r g u e .
U 2 : On t h i s  t o u r  n o t  a  g r e a t  d e a l ;  i s  p o s i t i v e  a n d  h a s  s t a y e d  p o s i t i v e .  I f  
p r o b l e m  o c c u r s ,  I  c a n  t a l k  t o  s u p e r v i s o r s  a n d  w o r k  t h i n g s  o u t .  T o u r  3 i s  
c h a o t i c ;  u n i o n  a n d  m a n a g e m e n t  d o n ' t  w o r k  w e l l  t o g e t h e r .  ( Y e t  U2 i s  n o t  o n  
t h a t  t o u r . )
U 3 : No b i g  c h a n g e ;  o p e r a t i o n s  s a m e  a s  l a s t  y e a r .  CCs n o t  g i v e n  f u l l  j o b  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  a s  i t  w as  s e t  u p ;  CCs a r e  t h e r e ,  b u t  m a n a g e m e n t  i s  s t i l l  i n  
t a c t  a s  i f  t h e y ' r e  n o t  t h e r e ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  n o  c h a n g e .  S u p e r v i s o r  p e r c e n t a g e  
h a s n ' t  c h a n g e d  - s t i l l  t h e  sa m e  s u p e r v i s o r  - t o o  m u ch  a u t h o r i t y  w i t h  CCs a n d  
s u p e r v i s o r s .
M l :  R e l a t i o n s h i p  h a s  c h a n g e d  w i t h  u n i o n  p r e s i d e n t .  T h e  l e a d e r s h i p  a t m o s p h e r e  
h a s  c h a n g e d ;  p r o b l e m s  c a n  b e  w o r k e d  o u t  t o g e t h e r  a n d  t h i n g s  c a n  g e t  s o l v e d .  
T h e r e  i s  a  b e t t e r  a t t i t u d e  t o w a r d  g e t t i n g  t h i n g s  s o l v e d .
M2: T h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  i s  m o r e  p r o f e s s i o n a l  n o w .  T h e r e  w e r e  m an y  c h a n g e s  i n  
l e a d e r s h i p  i n  APWU a n d  we h a d  t o  s t a r t  f r o m  s c r a t c h  a t  s t a r t  o f  t h e  p i l o t  
t e s t .  U n i o n  l e a d e r s h i p  w a s  d i f f e r e n t  ( t u r n o v e r  w i t h  APWU o c c u r r e d  a p p r o x .  m id  
A p r i l ,  1 9 9 3 )  . R e l a t i o n s  i m p r o v e d  d u e  t o  c h a n g e  i n  l e a d e r s h i p .
M3: T h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  h a s  i m p r o v e d .  U n t i l  l a s t  y e a r ,  a n  a d v e r s a r i a l  
r e l a t i o n s h i p  e x i s t e d  d u e  t o  u n i o n  p r e s i d e n t  t u r n o v e r .  O v e r  t h e  l a s t  y e a r  o r  
s o ,  t h e r e  i s  m o r e  s t a b l e  u n i o n  l e a d e r s h i p .  R e s t r u c t u r i n g  p r o b a b l y  i m p r o v e d  
t h i n g s ,  a s  i t  e l i m i n a t e d  so m e  l a y e r s .
3 .  W h a t h a s  c h a n g e d  i n  a u t o m a t i o n  b e c a u s e  o f  t h e  c r e w  c h i e f  p r o g r a m ?
U l :  E m p l o y e e s  h a v e  b e t t e r  f e e l  f o r  w h a t  t h e y  a r e  d o i n g  ( t h e  w o r k  i t s e l f ) . 
C o m m u n i c a t i o n  i s  b e t t e r ;  t h e  e m p l o y e e s  c a n  e x p r e s s  t h e m s e l v e s  a b o u t  t h e i r  
w o r k .  W i t h  t h e  CC b e i n g  a  b a r g a i n i n g  u n i t  e m p l o y e e ,  t h e  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  a n d
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e m p l o y e e  m o r a l  i s  b e t t e r .
0 2 :  Saw t h i s  a s  a n o t h e r  t i e r  o f  m a n a g e m e n t  a n d  t h a t  w as  e x p r e s s e d  t o  t h e  
u n i o n .  I  think i t  i s  w o r k i n g ,  a s  e x p e d i t o r  t h i n g s  c a n  g e t  c o n f u s e d ,
0 3 :  T h e  n u m b e r  o f  p e o p l e ,  i . e .  -  h a d  5 p e o p l e  a n d  m ade  o n e  a  CC, b u t  n e v e r  
r e p l a c e d  t h a t  p e r s o n  - t h e  a m o u n t  o f  w o r k  s t a y e d  t h e  s a m e ,  b u t  no w  h a v e  f e w e r  
p e o p l e .  A d d e d  m o r e  m a c h i n e s ,  m o r e  h o l d o u t s  o n  m a c h i n e s ,  b u t  p e o p l e  d o n ' t  h a v e  
h e l p  -  d i d n ' t  a d d  p e r s o n n e l  t o  m a t c h  m a c h i n e s  o r  m a k e u p  f o r  o n e  p e r s o n  t h e y  
l o s t .
M l :  A l i t t l e  m o r e  c o o p e r a t i o n  a m o n g  m a i l  p r o c e s s o r s .  CC h e l p s  g e t  a  l i t t l e  
m o r e  m a i l  o u t  o f  f a c i l i t y .  ( I n s u r i n g  l a b e l i n g ,  g e t t i n g  o u t  d i s p a t c h e s . )
M2: A d d e d  a  l o t  o f  e q u i p m e n t .  M a n a g e d  t o  a v o i d  a d d i n g  s u p e r v i s o r  p o s i t i o n s .  
D i d n ' t  r e m o v e  a n y ,  b u t  d i d n ' t  a d d  a n y .  F o r  e x a m p l e ,  r u n  14 p i e c e s  w i t h  o n l y  2 
s u p e r v i s o r s  p e r  t o u r .  C o u l d n ' t  d o  t h a t  w i t h o u t  C C s .
M3: On T o u r  1 ,  t h e r e  h a s  b e e n  m o r e  i n p u t  b y  CCs a n d  o t h e r  e m p l o y e e s  r e :  
o p e r a t i n g  p r o c e d u r e s ,  p r o b l e m  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  a n d  c o r r e c t i o n .  A l s o ,  g r e a t e r  
i n v o l v e m e n t  b y  e m p l o y e e s  a n d  i n c r e a s e d  t e a m w o r k .
4 .  I s  t h e  c r e w  c h i e f  p r o g r a m  f u n c t i o n i n g  t h e  w a y  y o u  t h o u g h t  i t  w o u ld ?
U l :  On T l  a n d  T3 y e s ,  T2 I  am d i s a p p o i n t e d .  (M a n a g e m e n t  i s  l e s s  c o o p e r a t i v e  a s  
w e l l  a s  m a i l  p r o c e s s o r s  a n d  CCs - p e r s o n a l i t y  c l a s h e s  b e t w e e n  CC a n d  
s u p e r v i s o r s .  D e s e l e c t i o n  p r o c e s s  g o t  r i d  o f  t h e  p r o b l e m .  T2 d i d  n o t  
u n d e r s t a n d  t h e  p r o g r a m .
E m p l o y e e s  c o m m e n ts  o n  t h e  i n t e r n a l  s u r v e y  w e r e  n e g a t i v e :
a )  T h e  T2 w a n t e d  T2 e m p l o y e e s  a s  CC
b )  D a y s  o f f  w e r e  a  p r o b l e m .
c )  S e l e c t i o n  c o m m i t t e e  p r o c e s s  w as  a  p r o b l e m  f o r  T2 e m p l o y e e s .
U 2 :  Y e s ,  p r e t t y  m u c h .  When CC cam e  o n  l i n e  I  t h o u g h t  s u p e r v i s o r s  w o u l d  b e  
d o n e  a w a y  w i t h .  S u p e r v i s o r s  w e r e  s t i l l  i n  t a c t  a n d  i t  w a s  c o n f u s i n g  a n d  
f r u s t r a t i n g .
U 3 :  N o .  T h o u g h t  CC w o u l d  a c t  a s  a n  e x t e n s i o n  o f  s u p e r v i s o r ;  m a y b e  o n e  CC 
u n d e r  s u p e r v i s o r ,  a n d  s u p e r v i s o r  w o u l d  d i r e c t  CC a n d  CC w o u l d  s e e  t h a t  t h e  
w o r k  w o u l d  g e t  d o n e  -  t h o u g h t  w o u l d  m a k e  m a n a g e m e n t  p r e s e n c e / r o l e  l e s s ,  BUT 
s t i l l  h a v e  s a m e  n u m b e r  o f  m a n a g e r s  i n  p r o g r a m .  D o n ' t  t r u s t  p e o p l e  t o  g e t  m a i l  
o u t  - s a y  we know  y o u  c a n  d o  i t ,  b u t  w e ' r e  n o t  g o i n g  t o  l e t  y o u  a l o n e  - t h e  
" c o v e r  y o u r  b u t t "  a t t i t u d e .  S u p e r v i s o r s  d o n ' t  n e c e s s a r i l y  w a n t  p r o g r a m  t o  
w o r k  ( so m e  p e o p l e  t h i n k  t h i s ) ; s u p e r v i s o r s  u n d e r m i n i n g  t h e  p r o g r a m .
M l:  Y e s  a n d  N o .  Y e s ;  a s s i s t i n g  a s  p r o g r a m  w a s  i n t e n d e d  i n  t e r m s  o f  h e l p i n g  
g e t  t h e  m a i l  o u t  ( c o o p e r a t i v e  c r e w  c h i e f s ) . N o ;  so m e  c o m p l i c a t i o n s  w i t h  so m e  
C C s .  Some CCs t h i n k  t h e y  s h o u l d  d o  a l l  o f  s u p e r v i s o r ' s  j o b .  T h e y  s h o u l d  d o  
e v e r y t h i n g  o n  t h e i r  own a n d  d o  m o r e  t h a n  i s  r e q u i r e d  w i t h  s u p e r v i s o r s .
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M2: P r e t t y  m u c h .  We h a v e  s e t t l e d  i n t o  a  c o n s i s t e n t  p r o g r a m .  T h e r e  w e r e  m an y
i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s  b e t w e e n  t h e  t h r e e  t o u r s  a t  s t a r t ,  now  t h e r e  a r e  n o t  a s  m an y .
S o  m u ch  h a p p e n e d  i n  t h e  USPS i n  ' 9 3 ,  i t ' s  h a r d  t o  t e l l  w h a t  c h a n g e s  a r e  d u e  
t o .  Now p r e t t y  a c c e p t e d  h e r e .  T h e  d e s e l e c t i o n  p r o c e s s  h a s  b e e n  a  s t r o n g  
i s s u e  T h e r e  w e r e  4 o f  14 CCs d e s e l e c t e d  a n d  10  r e s e l e c t e d .  T h e  v o t e s  r e :  
d e s e l e c t i o n  a n d  r e s e l e c t i o n  a r e  p o s i t i v e  e s p e c i a l l y  r e g a r d i n g  r e s e l e c t i o n .
T h e  s y s t e m  i s  f u n c t i o n i n g  p r e t t y  m uch  a s  e x p e c t e d .
M3: F u n c t i o n s  b e t t e r  o n  t h i s  t o u r ;  f o r  e x a m p l e ,  h e r e  h a v e  g e n e r a l l y  sam e  
s t a f f i n g  r a t i o  a s  b e f o r e ,  b u t  now CCs f i l l  i n  w h e n  h a v e  s u p e r v i s o r s  a r e  o u t  
u n e x p e c t e d l y .  (CCs f i l l  i n  t h e  g a p s . )  I n i t i a l l y  t h e r e  w e r e  p r o b l e m s  r e :  
r e l a t i o n s  b e t w e e n  c r a f t  e m p lo y e e s , -  so m e  j e a l o u s i e s ,  b u t  we d o n ' t  s e e  m u ch  o f  
t h a t  n o w .  Some MPs t h o u g h t  t h a t  CCs w e r e  d o i n g  s u p e r v i s o r s  j o b s  a n d  t h e y  
r e s e n t e d  t h e  p e r c e p t i o n  o f  s u p e r v i s o r s  b y  a  CC.
S .  W h a t d o  y o u  t h i n k  h a s  h i n d e r e d  e f f e c t i v e  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  o f  t h e  c r e w  c h i e f  
p r o g r a m  i n  t h i s  s i t e ?  ( G e n e r a l  q u e s t i o n  f i r s t ,  t h e n  p r o b e  f o r  s p e c i f i c  
a n s w e r s )
U l : Y e s ,  m a n a g e m e n t  n o t  w i l l i n g  t o  p u l l  2 0 4 B  o f f  s h i f t  (m g t  t r a i n e e s )  o u t  o f  
o p e r a t i o n / p r o j e c t .  ( 2 0 4 B s  n e e d  t o  b e  p u l l e d  o f f  t h e  o p e r a t i o n  -  2 0 4 B s  a n d  CCs 
a r e  r e d u n d a n t  a n d  t h e i r  f u n c t i o n s  c l a s h ) . 204B  f e l t  t h r e a t e n e d  a n d  w a n t e d  t o
d e s t r o y .
2 0 4 B  w a s  a n o t h e r  l e v e l  o f  m a n a g e m e n t  a n d  CC c o u l d n ' t  f u n c t i o n  w i t h  2 0 4 B .
U 2 :  A t  s t a r t  m g t  s a w  t h i s  p r o g r a m  a s  a  t h r e a t  a n d  m g t  d i d n ' t  w a n t  i t  t o  w o rk  
a n d  i t  w a s  u n d e r m i n e d  ( T o u r  3 ) .  T o u r  1 h a d  m i n i m a l  p r o b l e m s  -  a l l  CCs w e r e  
r e s e l e c t e d  ( r e e l e c t e d ) .
U 3 : R e :  S e l e c t i o n  - m g t  w e n t  b y  a t t e n d a n c e  95% o f  t h e  t i m e  - n o t  a  g o o d  
c r i t e r i o n  - s h o u l d  h a v e  g o n e  b y  k n o w l e d g e ,  s k i l l  - s o  t h e y  d i d n ' t  g e t  t h e  b e s t  
p e r s o n  a v a i l a b l e
M l :  T h e  b i g g e s t  t h i n g  i s  ( b u t  s h o u l d n ' t  h a v e  b e e n )  t h a t  so m e  s h o p  s t e w a r d s  
t h o u g h t  t h a t  t h e r e  w e r e  m i s g i v i n g s  a s  t o  w h a t  CC s h o u l d  b e  d o i n g .  (E x :  o n e  
t h o u g h t  t h a t  CC s h o u l d  r e p l a c e  s u p e r v i s o r  a n d  s a i d  t h a t  s u p e r v i s o r s  w e r e n ' t  
n e e d e d .  Some c o n f u s i o n  a s  t o  j o b  d e s c r i p t i o n s  a n d  w h a t  t h e  d u t i e s  a r e  f o r  
b o t h  s t e w a r d s  a n d  m g t)
M2: L o c a l l y  t h e r e  a r e  h i n d r a n c e s .  F o r  e x a m p l e ,  t h e r e  w a s n ' t  e n o u g h  t i m e  s p e n t  
e d u c a t i n g  MPs a t  t h e  b e g i n n i n g  t o  m ake  p e o p l e  u n d e r s t a n d  a l l  d e t a i l s .  D u r i n g  
d e s e l e c t i o n ,  t r i e d  t o  f i x  t h i s  p r o b l e m  b y  r e i n f o r m i n g .  T h i n g s  h a v e  s t a b i l i z e d  
s i n c e  v o t i n g .
A l s o ,  t u r n o v e r  i n  APWU l e a d e r s h i p  6 e t  b a c k  t h e  s t e e r i n g  c o m m i t t e e  f o r  a  w h i l e ,  
r e s u l t i n g  i n  n o  e f f e c t i v e  s t e e r i n g  c o m m i t t e e .  ( T h i s  t u r n o v e r  i n  APWU o c c u r r e d  
s o m e w h e r e  a r o u n d  A p r i l  1 9 9 3 . )
( T h e y  c o n d u c t e d  a  s u r v e y  a r o u n d  8 / 9 3  r e :  e m p l o y e e  p e r c e p t i o n s  a b o u t  C C s.
F o u n d  t h a t  e m p l o y e e s  t h o u g h t  CCs a r e  j u s t  a n o t h e r  f o r m  o f  s u p e r v i s i o n  b e c a u s e  
MPs d i d n ' t  u n d e r s t a n d  w h a t  CCs w e r e  s u p p o s e d  t o  d o .  T h o u g h t  " j u s t  a d d e d  
a n o t h e r  l a y e r  o f  m a n a g e m e n t "  b u t  t h i s  w a s  m o s t  o b v i o u s  o n  T o u r  2 -  t h e  o n l y  
t o u r  w h e r e  2 CCs w e r e  d e s e l e c t e d ,  ( t h a t  w e r e n ' t  o r i g i n a l l y  o n  t h a t  t o u r ) .  He 
t h i n k s  i t  w a s  a l l  p o l i t i c a l . )
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M3: I t ' s  v e r y  e f f e c t i v e  a t  t h i s  s i t e .  B u t ,  t h e r e  a r e  p r o b l e m s  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  
s e l e c t i o n  p r o c e s s  - r u l e s  c h a n g e d  e v e r y  t i m e  we d o  i t .  P e o p l e  g o  i n t o  p r o c e s s  
w i t h o u t  k n o w i n g  w h a t  r u l e s  a r e .  On t h i s  t o u r ,  t h e r e  i s  o n e  l o n g  t e r m  v a c a n t  
p o s i t i o n ;  i f  we c o u l d  f i l l  i t  m a y b e  we w o u l d  b e  s t r o n g e r .
6 .  W h a t w o u l d  y o u  s a y  i s  t h e  b e s t  t h i n g  a b o u t  t h e  c r e w  c h i e f  p r o j e c t ?  T h e  
w o r s t  t h i n g ?
U l :  -BEST -  G i v e n  e m p l o y e e s  s o m e t h i n g  t o  d o  o t h e r  t h a n  m o v e  m a i l ;  t h e y  c a n  u s e  
t h e i r  m i n d ;  CC c a n  u s e  b r a i n  a n d  e m p l o y e e s  c a n  now e x p r e s s  t h e m s e l v e s .
U 2 : ODOSP 1 - " T u r n  i t  l o o s e  a n d  l e t  i t  g o . "  P e o p l e  w o u l d  l i k e  i t  w e l l .
U 3 :  B e e r -  -  C o o p e r a t i o n  b e t w e e n  e m p l o y e e s  i s  m u ch  b e t t e r ;  l e s s  d i s a g r e e m e n t  
b e t w e e n  e m p l o y e e s ;  b e t t e r  t e a m w o r k ;  now t h e y  d o n ' t  h a v e  h a n g i n g  o v e r  t h e m  t h a t  
m u s t  r e p o r t  t o  b o s s .
M l :  - M a i l  p r o c e s s o r s  d i r e c t  e a c h  o t h e r ;  t h e y  a r e  t h u s  m o r e  c o m f o r t a b l e
w i t h  t a s k ,  y e t  o n e  o r  t w o  d o n ' t  l i k e  t a k i n g  o r d e r s .  M o t i v a t i o n  o f  e m p l o y e e  
c o m e s  f r o m  w i t h i n  r a t h e r  t h a n  f r o m  s u p e r v i s o r .
M2: DHar * -  We h a v e  i d e n t i f i e d  a  l o t  o f  p o t e n t i a l  i n  e m p l o y e e s  t h a t  d i d n ' t  k n o w  
e x i s t e d  b e f o r e .  We h a v e  d i s c o v e r e d  v e r y  t a l e n t e d  p e o p l e , -  b e f o r e  t h e r e  w a s  n o  
o u t l e t  f o r  d i s c o v e r y .  T h e  p r o j e c t  h a s  b u i l t  t e a m w o r k  o n  a l l  3 t o u r s .  T h e  
d i s c o v e r y  a n d  d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  t a l e n t  h a s  o c c u r r e d  -  d e v e l o p m e n t  i s  k e y  h e r e .
M3: aser"-  On T o u r  1 i t  h a s  b r o u g h t  o u t  e m p l o y e e  c o m m i t m e n t ,  e s p e c i a l l y  i n  
C C s ,  b u t  a l s o  p o t e n t i a l  f u t u r e  C C s;  p e o p l e  j u s t  j u m p  r i g h t  i n  now  w i t h o u t  
h a v i n g  t o  b e  t o l d .  I t  a l s o  b r o u g h t  o u t  i n i t i a t i v e  i n  MPs - c l o s e  t o  w h e r e  
c o u l d  f u n c t i o n  a s  s e l f - m a n a g e d  u n i t .
U l :  WORST - 2 0 4 B  a n d  CC r e s e m b l e  e a c h  o t h e r .  (CC g i v e  i n s t r u c t i o n s  a n d  
e m p l o y e e s  s e e  t h a t  t h e y  a r e  m g t  a n d  s w i t c h e s  -  M gt  h a s  c r e a t e d  t h i s  
i m p r e s s i o n . )
U 2 : WORST - Som e 2 0 4 B s  w i l l  t r y  t o  d o  b o t h  CC a n d  2 0 4 B  j o b  w h e n  CC i s  s i c k  o r  
n o t  t h e r e .  Som e n o t  s a t i s f i e d ;  CC t a k i n g  a w a y  a n n u a l  l e a v e  o p p o r t u n i t y .  B u t  
t h i s  i s  j u s t  t h e i r  p e r c e p t i o n  n o t  r e a l i t y .
U 3 : WORST' - S u p e r v i s o r  t a l k i n g  t o  e m p l o y e e s  a n d  t e l l i n g  t h e m  t h a t  t h e  p r o g r a m  
w o n ' t  w o r k  - t a l k  a g a i n s t  CCs i f  s u p e r v i s o r  d o e s n ' t  l i k e  i t  -  s u p e r v i s o r  t r y  
t o  g e t  p e o p l e  t o  d e s e l e c t  C C s .
M l :  WORST-- M i s c o m m u n i c a t i o n  b e t w e e n  CC a n d  s u p e r v i s o r s .  ( E x :  s o m e t i m e s  CC 
f e e l s  l i k e  t h i n g s  s h o u l d  g o  c o n s i s t e n t l y  d a y  b y  d a y  b u t  s u p e r v i s o r s  k n o w  t h a t  
c h a n g e s  o c c u r  v i a  m a i l  f l o w ,  i . e .  s u p e r v i s o r s  a n d  CCs s e e  a  d i f f e r e n t  
p i c t u r e . )
M2: WORST—  We s t i l l  h a v e  p r o b l e m s  f r o m  e a r l y  l a c k  o f  e d u c a t i o n  o f  M P s ;  s t i l l  
h a v e  t h o s e  m i s c o n c e p t i o n  p r o b l e m s .  W o u ld  h a v e  s e e n  i t  a c c e p t e d  b e t t e r  a n d  a  
l o t  m o r e  q u i c k l y  p r o b a b l y  i f  t h e r e  w a s  e a r l y  e d u c a t i o n .  W o u ld  h a v e  h a d  n o  
d e s e l e c t i o n  i f  h a d  e a r l y  e d u c a t i o n .  A l s o  t h e r e  i s  a  l a c k  o f  g o o d ,  c l e a r  
i n f o r m a t i o n  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  p r o g r a m  u p  f r o n t .
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M3: WORST C a n ' t  t h i n k  o f  a  w o r s t  t h i n g , -  n o  m a j o r  n e g a t i v e s  r e :  t h e  p r o j e c t .
7 .  D o y o u  t h i n k  t h e  c r e w  c h i e f s  i n  y o u r  f a c i l i t y  w e r e  a d e q u a t e l y  t r a i n e d  t o  
p e r f o r m  t h e i r  n e w  f u n c t i o n ,  b o t h  t e c h n i c a l l y  a n d  i n t e r p e r s o n a l l v  ( I P ) ?
0 1 :  YES, i n  b o t h  a r e a s .  Y e t  o n  T 2 ,  t h e  t w o  CCs t h a t  w e r e  u n s e l e c t e d  w o u l d
h a v e  b e e n  s u c c e s s f u l  o n  a n o t h e r  t o u r .  E m p l o y e e s  d i d  n o t  l i k e  t h e  C C s .
U 2 :  Y e s ;  t h e r e  w a s  t r a i n i n g  f o r  a  w e e k .  ( D i d n ' t  s e e  t r a i n i n g  p r o g r a m . )  Some
p e r s o n a l i t y  c o n f l i c t s .  Som e u n s e l e c t e d  CCs w e r e  n o t  l i k e d  b e c a u s e  t h e y  w e r e
n o t  f r o m  t h e  d a y  t o u r .
U 3 : T e c h n i c a l l y ,  y e s .  B u t  I P ,  n o .  T h e r e  w a s  n o  i n s t r u c t i o n  g i v e n  o n  how  t o  
a p p r o a c h  p e o p l e ,  how  t o  g e t  c o o p e r a t i o n ,  how  t o  m o t i v a t e  p e o p l e .
M l :  Som e h a d  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  p r o b l e m s  i n  d e a l i n g  w i t h  p e o p l e .  I n  t h e  f i r s t  
s e l e c t i o n  we d i d n ' t  d i g  i n  e n o u g h  t o  a d e q u a t e l y  e v a l u a t e  C C s .  (No i n t e r v i e w s )  
T h i s  s e l e c t i o n  we d i d  i n t e r v i e w .  M o r e  h a n d s  o n  e x p e r i e n c e  g i v e n  t h i s  t i m e .  
M o r e  c l e a r  l a y o u t  o f  CC p r o g r a m ,  s t a f f i n g ,  s c h e d u l i n g ,  p r o c e d u r e s  r e l a t e d  t o  
t h a t .
M2: T e c h n i c a l l y ,  y e s .  I P  -  n o .  T h e  i n i t i a l  t h e o r y  w a s  t h a t  t r a i n i n g  l o o k e d  
g o o d ,  b u t  we l o s t  2 p e o p l e  o n  t o u r  3 ,  n o t  b e c a u s e  o f  t e c h n i c a l  p r o b l e m s ,  b u t  
b e c a u s e  c o u l d n ' t  r e l a t e  t o  e m p l o y e e s .  T h e  i n i t i a l  s e l e c t i o n  p r o c e s s  g a v e  n o  
i n d i c a t i o n  r e g a r d i n g  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  s k i l l s .  R e co m m en d s  m o r e  e m p h a s i s  o n  I P  
i n i t i a l l y ,  w i t h  e x t r a  r e g u l a r l y  s c h e d u l e d  t r a i n i n g  f o r  I P  s k i l l s  o n c e  a  m o n t h ,  
w i t h  d i f f e r e n t  t o p i c s ,  i . e .  -  n o n v e r b a l  c o m m u n i c a t i o n ,  c o o p e r a t i o n .
M3: On T o u r  1 -  b o t h  t e c h n i c a l l y  a n d  i n t e r p e r s o n a l l y  i t  a p p e a r s  a d e q u a t e ,  
g i v e n  t h e i r  p e r f o r m a n c e ,  b u t  h e  d i d n ' t  s i t  t h r o u g h  t r a i n i n g  a n d  d o u b t s  t h a t  
t r a i n i n g  p r o v i d e d  k n o w l e d g e ,  t h e y  p r o b a b l y  g e t  t h a t  m o r e  s o  f r o m  e x p e r i e n c e  
a n d  h a n d s  o n  a c t i v i t y .  I n t e r p e r s o n a l l y  - H a v e n ' t  p e r f o r m e d  a n y  w o r s e  t h a n  
s u p e r v i s o r s ,  e v e n  b e t t e r  t h a n  so m e  - c a n ' t  r e a l l y  s a y  i f  a d e q u a t e  b e c a u s e  h e  
d i d n ' t  g o  t o  i t  -  h e  t h i n k s  t h i s  i s  a  m o r e  p e r s o n a l  t h i n g  ( a b i l i t y )  t h a n  a  
t r a i n i n g  o n e .
8 .  O v e r a l l ,  w h a t  p r o p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  c u r r e n t  c r e w  c h i e f s  d o  y o u  t h i n k  a r e  
c o m p e t e n t  t o  p e r f o r m  t h e  c r e w  c h i e f  j o b ?  ( P r o b e  f o r  d i f f e r e n c e s  b e tw e e n  
e f f e c t i v e  a n d  i n e f f e c t i v e  c r e w  c h i e f s )  .
U l :  ALL. I n  e s t i m a t i o n :
I n e f f e c t i v e  -  p o o r  c o m m u n i c a t i o n .  N o t  p e r f o r m i n g  f u n c t i o n s  o f  CC.
E f f e c t i v e  - M u s t  c o m m u n i c a t e .
E f f e c t i v e n e s s  i s  s t r o n g l y  r e l a t e d  t o  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  a n d  t h e  CC c o m m u n i c a t i o n .  
R e s p e c t  o f  e m p l o y e e s  i s  n e e d e d  p r i o r  t o  a s s i g n m e n t .
U 2 : A l l  o f  t h e m .  R e v i e w e d  t h e m  w e l l  b e f o r e  s e l e c t i o n .
I n e f f e c t i v e  -  P e r s o n a l i t y  c o n f l i c t s  a n d  i t  i n h i b i t s  p e r f o r m a n c e  b e c a u s e  o f  t h e  
f r i c t i o n ,  p e r s o n a l i t y  c o n f l i c t s .
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E f f e c t i v e  -  Know t h e  m a i l  f l o w  a n d  b e  a b l e  t o  c o o r d i n a t e  w i t h  t h e  e x p e d i t o r .  
0 3 :  A p p r o x .  90%
E f f e c t i v e  - I P  r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i t h  f e l l o w  c o - w o r k e r s ?  how f e l l o w  c o - w o r k e r s  
p e r c e i v e  t h e m ;  i s  p e r s o n  a  g o o d  CC/m gr (m o re  t h a n  j u s t  t e c h n i c a l  s k i l l s )
I n e f f e c t i v e  - P e r s o n  d i d n ' t  h a v e  a  h i g h  p o s i t i o n ,  s o  w a n t e d  t o  g e t  i n t o  h i g h e r  
l e v e l  w i t h o u t  d o i n g  t h e  w ork?  m o t i v a t i o n  i s  t o  d o  l e s s  w o rk  a n d  t o  g e t  h i g h e r  
u p ,  a n d  n o t  f o r  t h e  j o b  i t s e l f .
M l :  A l l  a r e  c a p a b l e .  B a s i c  f a c t o r  i s  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  s k i l l s  i n  d e a l i n g  w i t h  
o t h e r  p e o p l e .  G i v e  b e t t e r  d i r e c t i o n  a n d  p r o m o t e  m o re  l o y a l t y .
M2: A l l  o f  t h e m  a r e  c a p a b l e  s o  f a r ,  h a v e n ' t  h a d  a n y  who w e r e n ' t .  Some MPs 
h a v e  h a d  p e r c e p t i o n  p r o b l e m s ,  b u t  a c t u a l l y  CCs w e r e  c o m p e t e n t .  I n e f f e c t i v e  - 
p o o r  c o m m u n i c a t i n g ;  a b i l i t y  t o  w ork  w i t h  o t h e r s .  E f f e c t i v e  - c a n  m o t i v a t e ;  
d e a l  w i t h  q u e s t i o n s  a n d  c o n c e r n s ?  w i n  s u p p o r t  o f  MPs? t e a m w o r k .  I P  s k i l l s  i s  
t h e  k e y  d i s c r i m i n a t o r  -  now, t h e y  i n t e r v i e w  CC c a n d i d a t e s .
M3: On T o u r  1 - 100%. T h e r e ' s  n o  o n e  m o s t  e f f e c t i v e  CC; t h e y ' r e  a l l  r e a l l y  
g o o d .
I n e f f e c t i v e  -  a t t i t u d e  n o t  a s  p o s i t i v e  a s  a l l  o f  t h e  o t h e r  CCs, b u t  i t s  h a r d  
t o  k e e p  p o s i t i v e  a t t i t u d e  when t h e r e  a r e  s o  m any  s u d d e n  c h a n g e s  w i t h o u t  a n y  
i n p u t .
9 .  Do t h e  c r e w  c h i e f s  i n  y o u r  f a c i l i t y  s p e n d  t im e  o n  t h e  m a c h in e s ?  (o p e n -  
e n d e d  f i r s t ,  t h e n  p r o b e ,  HOW MUCH AND FOR WHAT REASONS?)
0 1 :  Y e s ,  b r e a k s ,  l u n c h  r e l i e f ,  s i c k  r e l i e f ,  h e a v y  m a i l  d a y s .
PROBE Do t h e y  s p e n d  a n  a p p r o p r i a t e  a m o u n t o f  t im e  o n  t h e  m a c h in e s ?  ( t o o
m u c h / t o o  l i t t l e )
I s  a p p r o p r i a t e .  N o t  u s e d  a s  a  " f l i p - f l o p "  p e r s o n .  CC w as  a  r o t a t i n g  r e l i e f  
p e r s o n  a n d  c o u l d n ' t  p e r f o r m  CC d u t i e s .
U 2 : Y e s ,  B r e a k s  a n d  f i l l - i n ;  h e l p  w i t h  o v e r f l o w .
PROBE Do t h e y  s p e n d  a n  a p p r o p r i a t e  a m o u n t o f  t im e  o n  t h e  m a c h in e s ?  ( t o o
m u c h / t o o  l i t t l e )
0 3 : YES -  b r e a k s ; l u n c h e s ; p e o p l e  s h o r t a g e s  ? h e a v y  v o l u m e .
S u g g e s t i o n :  C o u l d  a l l e v i a t e  p r o b l e m  b y  b r i n g i n g  c a s u a l s ,  TEs w i t h  f l e x i b l e  
s c h e d u l e s  -  c o u l d  d o  t h i s  e a s i l y  a n d  n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  u s e  o v e r t i m e  - w o u ld  
a l l o w  CC t o  d o  h i s  j o b  - t h e y  d o n ' t  u s e  t h i s  o p t i o n ,  b u t  t h e y  s h o u l d .
PROBE Do t h e y  s p e n d  a n  a p p r o p r i a t e  a m o u n t o f  t im e  o n  t h e  m a c h in e s ?  ( t o o  
m u c h / t o o  l i t t l e )
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TOO MUCH ( s e e  a b o v e  co m m e n t  a n d  s u g g e s t i o n )
M l :  Y e s ;  d u r i n g  b r e a k s  a n d  o n  l i g h t  d a y s  t h e  m a i l  p r o c e s s o r s  a r e  t a k e n  o f f  
m a c h i n e s  t o  l e t  CCs o p e r a t e  m a c h i n e s  s o  t h a t  I  c a n  a v o i d  o v e r t i m e .  A l s o ,  CC 
w i l l  s e r v e  t o  h e l p  d u r i n g  l i g h t  v o l u m e  (o n  m a c h i n e )  b u t  g o  b a c k  t o  CC w hen  
v o l u m e  i s  h e a v y .
PROBB Do t h e y  s p e n d  a n  a p p r o p r i a t e  a m o u n t o f  t i m e  o n  t h e  m a c h i n e s ?  ( t o o  
m u c h / t o o  l i t t l e )
Y e s ,  a p p r o p r i a t e .
M2: Y e s  * b r e a k s ,  l u n c h e s ,  o r  when  t h e r e  a r e n ' t  a  l o t  o f  CC - t y p e  
i s s u e s / p r o b l e m s  a n d  t h e y  h a v e  t h e  t i m e ,  h i g h  m a i l  v o l u m e  ( T o u r  1 a n d  2 a r e  
b o t h  s h o r t  o f  h e l p / h a v e  a  l o t  o f  v a c a n t  p o s i t i o n s .  N o t  h a v i n g  CCs h e l p  h a s  
b e e n  a  b i g  MP i s s u e  t h e y  w a n t  t o  s e e  t h e m  w o r k i n g / h e l p i n g .
PROBB Do t h e y  s p e n d  a n  a p p r o p r i a t e  a m o u n t o f  t i m e  o n  t h e  m a c h i n e s ?  ( t o o
m u c h / t o o  l i t t l e )
H a v e n ' t  h e a r d  a n y  c o n c e r n s  r a i s e d  r e c e n t l y ,  s o  i t  a p p e a r s  t h a t  a n  a p p r o p r i a t e  
a m o u n t  o f  t i m e  i s  s p e n t  o n  m a c h i n e s .  He h a s  n o  o b s e r v a t i o n s  o r  f e e d b a c k  t h a t  
s a y s  t h e y ' r e  n o t .  (He d i d  h a v e  t h i s  t y p e  o f  f e e d b a c k  i n  t h e  p a s t ,  b u t  n o t  now)
M 3: Y e s ,  b r e a k s ,  l u n c h e s  a n d  o t h e r  s h o r t a g e s  b u t  n o t  f o r  h e a v y  v o l u m e .
PROBE Do t h e y  s p e n d  a n  a p p r o p r i a t e  a m o u n t o f  t i m e  o n  t h e  m a c h i n e s ?  ( t o o  
m u c h / t o o  l i t t l e )
A b o u t  r i g h t  a m o u n t  o f  t i m e .  I f  r e q u i r e d  t o  s p e n d  m o r e  t i m e ,  t h e y  w o u l d n ' t  b e  
a s  e f f e c t i v e ,  b u t  s h o u l d  s p e n d  som e  t i m e .  He t h i n k s  t h i s  i s  w h e r e  T o u r  2 h a s
a n  a d v a n t a g e ,  o t h e r  t o u r s  m ay  r e q u i r e  CCs t o  s p e n d  m o re  t i m e  o n  m a c h i n e s ,
t h e r e f o r e ,  p r e v e n t e d  f r o m  r e a c h i n g  f u l l  e f f e c t i v e  p o t e n t i a l .
1 0 .  F o r  e a c h  m e e t i n g  b e lo v r ,  f i n d  o u t  f r e q u e n c y ,  f o r m a l n e s s ,  p u r p o s e ,  a n d  w h a t  
i s  d i s c u s s e d / a c c o m p l i s h e d ?
A . Do t h e  c r e w  c h i e f s  h a v e  m e e t i n g s  am ong  t h e m s e l v e s ?
U l t  N o .
U 2 »
U 3 : N o .
M l:  N o .
M 2: N o t h i n g  f o r m a l  t o  h i s  k n o w l e d g e . M aybe o n  T o u r  1 t h e y  g e t  t o g e t h e r  
n i g h t l y  t o  c o o r d i n a t e  t h e  u s e  o f  r e s o u r c e s  a n d  t o  m ak e  s u r e  t h e y  w o r k  w e l l  
t o g e t h e r  i n  t e r m s  o f  t h e  w o r k l o a d .
M3: H a v e  h a d  s o m e ,  b u t  n o t  r o u t i n e l y / r e g u l a r l y .
B. Do the crew chiefs have meetings with the supervisors?
U l :  Y e s ,  e v e r y  d a y  b e f o r e  s h i f t  t o  l a y  o u t  p l a n s  f o r  t h e  d a y  ( I n f o r m a l )  . A l s o  
a s  n e e d e d  t h r o u g h o u t  t h e  d a y .
U 2 :
U 3 i H e ' s  a s k e d  t h a t  i t  t a k e  p l a c e ,  s o  o n c e  i t  d i d ,  b e c a u s e  h a d
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m i s u n d e r s t a n d i n g s  a n d  u n h a p p y  s u p e r v i s o r .  T h e  m e e t i n g  w a s  w i t h  t o u r  
s u p e r i n t e n d e n t  a n d  CCs t o  w o r k  o u t  t h e  p r o b l e m  a n d  t o  c l e a r l y  d e f i n e  f o r  t h e m  
a n d  s u p e r v i s o r  w h a t  t h e y  s h o u l d  d o  t o  d e a l  w i t h  p r o b l e m s  b e t w e e n  CCs a n d  
s u p e r v i s o r  ( o c c u r r e d  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  t w o  w e e k s  a g o )
M li  M e e t  w i t h  t h e m  o n  a  r e g u l a r  b a s i s .  T h e y  m e e t  d a y - t o - d a y  t h r e e  t i m e s  a  
w e e k  a n d  t h e n  a s  n e e d e d .
M 21 N o t  f o r m a l l y .  E a c h  a u t o m a t i o n  s u p e r v i s o r  r e l i e s  o n  CC f o r  i n f o r m a t i o n  s o  
p r o b a b l y  i n f o r m a l l y  t h e r e ' s  m u ch  i n t e r a c t i o n .
M 3i S u p e r v i s o r s  h a v e  m e e t i n g s  w i t h  a l l  MPs ( i n c l u d i n g  C C s ) .  S u p e r v i s o r s  a c t  
i n f o r m a l l y  w i t h  C C s ,  b u t  d o n ' t  m e e t  i n f o r m a l l y / r e g u l a r l y .  He f e e l s  l i k e  i f  
y o u  t a l k  t o  y o u r  s t a f f  e v e r y  d a y ,  i n f o r m a l l y ,  t h e n  y o u  d o n ' t  n e e d  a  f o r m a l  
m e e t i n g .
C . D o t h e  c r e w  c h i e f s  m e e t  w i t h  t h e  l o c a l  s t e e r i n g  c o m m i t te e ?
U l i N o ,  n o  n e e d .
U 2 t
U 3 : N o .
M lt  N o ,  n o t  d u r i n g  my p e r i o d .  E a c h  t o u r  s u p e r v i s o r  a n d  MDO m e t  w i t h  t h e i r  ow n 
C C s .
M 2i N o ,  e x c e p t  a t  v o t i n g  s e s s i o n s  ( o n c e ) .
M 3t N o .
p .  p o  t h e  c r e w  c h i e f s  h a v e  m e e t i n g s  w i t h  t h e i r  c r e w  m e m b e rs?
U l i  N o ,  a s  n e e d e d  o n  t o u r .
U 2 :
U 3 i  N o ,  b u t  t h e y  s h o u l d  - n e e d  t o  h a v e  s e r v i c e  m e e t i n g s  -  u s e d  t o  h a v e  t h e m
f o r  e m p l o y e e s  a n d  t h e i r  r e s p e c t i v e  s u p e r v i s o r s  -  n e e d  m e e t i n g s  b e t w e e n  CCs a n d
e m p l o y e e s  j u s t  l i k e  t h e s e  t o  d i s c u s s  q u a l i t y ,  c u s t o m e r  s e r v i c e  a n d  g e n e r a l l y  
h ow  t o  d o  t h e  j o b  b e t t e r .
M l :  T h e y  d i d ,  I  t h i n k ,  t h e y  s h o u l d  h a v e  t o  g e t  i d e a s  a n d  t a l k  a b o u t  t h i n g s .
M 2: N o t  s u r e .  P o s s i b l y  o n  T o u r  1 ,  b u t  e a c h  T o u r  i s  d i f f e r e n t .
M 3: Y e s ,  i n f o r m a l l y ,  a s  n e e d e d  t o  d i s c u s s  w o r k .
S .  A r e  t h e i r  a n y  o t h e r  m e e t i n g s  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  c re w  c h i e f  p r o g r a m ?
U l : S a f e t y  m e e t i n g  -  s u p e r v i s o r  g i v e s  t h i s .
U 2 i
U 3 : NO.
M l :
M 2: I n i t i a l l y ,  h a d  m e e t i n g s  o n  e a c h  t o u r ,  b u t  s i n c e  v o t i n g ,  h a v e  d i s c u s s e d  
f o l l o w - u p s ,  b u t  s t e e r i n g  c o m m i t t e e  h a s n ' t  d o n e  i t  y e t .
M 3t T h e  l o c a l  s t e e r i n g  c o m m i t t e e  m e t  o n  v e r y  a  i n f r e q u e n t  b a s i s  ( l a s t  o n e  
a p p r o x .  4 m o n t h s  a g o ) , i n i t i a l l y  t o  d i s c u s s  g u i d e l i n e s  f o r  s e l e c t i o n .  N o t  
v e r y  s u c c e s s f u l .  S e l e c t i o n  c o m m i t t e e s  h a v e  m e t  t o  s e l e c t  CCs ( f i r s t  f o r  t h e  
i n i t i a l  s e l e c t i o n s ,  o n c e  l a t e r  f o r  r e p l a c e m e n t  s e l e c t i o n s . )
1 1 .  A r e  c h i e f s  a s s i g n e d  t o  a  r e g u l a r  c r e w  o r  d o  t h e y  h a v e  d i f f e r e n t  c r e w
U l :  D a y - t o - d a y  a s s i g n m e n t .  T l  a n d  T2 a s s i g n  CCs t o  a  m a c h i n e  a n d  p e o p l e  who 
w o r k  m a c h i n e s  w i l l  r o t a t e  o n  m a c h i n e s .  M ay h a m p e r  t h e  CC i n  n o t  l e t t i n g  a  
r a p p o r t  b u i l d  b e t w e e n  CC a n d  e m p l o y e e s  (May h a v e  b e e n  a  p r o b l e m  w i t h  
u n s e l e c t e d  CC) B u t  s h e  t h i n k s  o t h e r w i s e .
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U2:
0 3 :  R o t a t e  c r e w s  w e e k l y .  CCs a r e  a s s i g n e d  t o  m a c h i n e s .  W i l l  r o t a t e  m a c h i n e s  
w i t h  p e o p l e ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  CCs g e t  t o  w o rk  w i t h  d i f f e r e n t  p e o p l e .
S u g g e s t i o n  - T h e y  s h o u l d  l e t  CCs s t a y  w i t h  o n e  s p e c i f i c  c r e w  - e s p e c i a l l y  i f  
t h e  c r e w  w o r k s  w e l l  t o g e t h e r .  D o n ' t  r o t a t e  c r e w s .
M l : R o t a t e
M2: D i f f e r e n t  c r e w  m em b ers  e a c h  d a y .  MPs a s s i g n e d  t o  e q u i p m e n t ,  a n d  t h e y  
r o t a t e  m a c h i n e s ,  a n d  CCs s t a y  p u t .  T h i s  i s n ' t  t h e  sam e  f o r  e a c h  t o u r .  T he  
b i g  i s s u e  r e g a r d s  o r g a n i z a t i o n .  He t h i n k s  t h a t  i f  t h e r e  w e re  s t a b l e  g r o u p s  
(sam e  MPs w i t h  1 C C ) , t h e n  t h e y  c o u l d  o v e r c o m e  p e r c e p t i o n  p r o b l e m s .  B u t ,  h e  
a l s o  r e a l i z e s  t h a t  t h i s  l i m i t s  t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  d e t e r m i n e  how e f f e c t i v e  CC 
r e a l l y  i s ,  b e c a u s e  CC w o u l d n ' t  h a v e  t o  d e a l  w i t h  e v e r y t h i n g  a n d  e v e r y o n e ,  b u t  
i n s t e a d  w i t h  o n l y  1 g r o u p .  I f  d i d n ' t  r o t a t e ,  t h e n  t h e  p r o g r a m  w o u l d  a p p e a r  t o  
b e  s u c c e s s f u l ,  b u t  w o u l d n ' t  b e  a b l e  t o  d e v e l o p  p o t e n t i a l .
M3: On T o u r  1 t h e r e  i s  a  r e g u l a r  c r e w .  T he  e n t i r e  c r e w  r o t a t e s  m a c h i n e s  tw o  
t i m e s  a  w eek  ( u s e d  t o  b e  o n l y  o n c e  a  w eek  b u t  r e c e n t l y  c h a n g e d ) . T h e y  
r e c e n t l y  c h a n g e d  t h e  m ak eu p  o f  t e a m s  a s  w e l l  t o  p r o v i d e  r e g u l a r  s t a f f i n g  
( T h e r e  w e r e  s t a f f i n g  i r r e g u l a r i t i e s  e . g .  d a y s  o f f )  Now i t  i s  m o re  e v e n l y  
s p r e a d  i n  t e r m s  o f  o f f  d a y s  T h i s  se e m s  t o  b e  w o r k i n g .
1 2 .  Do t h e  sam e p e o p l e  w o rk  t o g e t h e r  r e g u l a r l y  i n  t h e  OCR/BCS/DBCS u n i t ?  A l l  
t h r e e  t o u r s ?  D e s c r i b e  how t h e y  a r e  o r g a n i z e d .
U l : R o t a t e  e i t h e r  w e e k l y  o r  p e r  n i g h t . E m p lo y e e  w o r k s  w i t h  sam e  p e r s o n  o n  a  
w e ek  o r  j u s t  a  d a y .  B u t  r o t a t i o n  i s  o r i e n t e d  o n  t h e  m a c h i n e s  r a t h e r  t h a n  t h e  
p e o p l e .  R e a s o n  - som e m a c h i n e s  h a v e  l e s s  d e s i r a b l e  w o rk  a n d  n o  o n e  g e t s  s t u c k  
o n  o n e  m a c h i n e .
U 2 :
U3: Yes o n  a l l  t h r e e  t o u r s .  R o t a t i o n .
M l : R o t a t e
M2: Y e s ,  t h e y  p r e t t y  much s t a y  t o g e t h e r  o n  a l l  3 t o u r s .  P e o p l e  w o rk  w i t h  
p e o p l e  t h e y  a r e  f a m i l i a r  w i t h .
M3: On T o u r  1 ,  y e s .  T h e y  a r e  o r g a n i z e d  i n t o  f o u r  t e a m s ,  e a c h  w i t h  t h e  sam e  CC 
a l l  t h e  t i m e  - d o n ' t  r o t a t e  CCs.
13. How a r e  c r e w  c h i e f s  o r g a n i z e d  t o  c o v e r  t h e  7 d a y  a  w e ek  o p e r a t i o n ?
- ( P r o b e ,„ h o w  ha*~  t h a t  w o rk e d  o u t? »  w h a t- w o u ld  -y o u  reCdfflttUMdtk"
U l : R e l i e f  o n  T o u r  1 a n d  3 ;  e a c h  d a y  h a s  a  CC a n d  o n e  i s  t h e r e  f o r  a  s i c k  CC.
T3 a n d  T1 h a v e  tw o  r e l i e f s  ( N e v e r  a  t i m e  w i t h  n o  C C s . )  T2 h a s  2 CCs a n d  no  
r e l i e f s .  (A b s e n c e  o f  CC i s  s c h e d u l e ^ o n  low  v o lu m e  d a y s . ) . - , _  A L  1  ) \ V ^
r \
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U2 :
0 3 :  T o u r  3 -  h a v e  r e l i e f  CC t o  t a k e  p l a c e  o f  CC w h o ' s  o f f  -  w o r k s  o u t  w e l l  - 
k e e p  i t .
M l :  R o t a t e
M2: H a v e  2 ( p e r  T o u r  1 a n d  T o u r  3 e a c h )  r e l i e f  p o s i t i o n s  t h a t  c o v e r  d a y s  o f f .  
On a l l  3 t o u r s ,  o n  l o w e r  v o l u m e  d a y s ,  o p e r a t e  w i t h  f e w e r  C C s .  On T o u r  2 ,  h a v e  
o n l y  2 CCs s o  t h e r e  a r e  t i m e s  w h en  t h e r e  a r e  n o  CCs o n ,  b u t  t h i s  c o i n c i d e s  
w i t h  l o w  m a i l  v o l u m e .
M3: S u p p o s e d  t o  b e  s e t  u p  s o  t h e r e  i s  f u l l  c o v e r a g e  o n  w e e k d a y s  a n d  h a l f  
c o v e r a g e  o n  w e e k e n d s ,  b u t  i t ' s  n o t  p e r f e c t  b e c a u s e  t h e r e ' s  o n l y  o n e  v a c a n c y .  
T h e r e ' s  a l w a y s  o n e  CC o n .  T h i s  w o r k s  o u t  w e l l .
1 4 .  I £  t h e  c r e w  c h i e f  p r o g r a m  i s  m ad e  p e r m a n e n t ,  w h a t  c h a n g e s  w o u l d  y o u  
s u g g e s t ?
U l :  a )  S e n i o r i t y  f o r  CC s e l e c t i o n
b )  A l l  2 (MBs b e  r e m o v e d  f r o m  o p e r a t i o n
D o n ' t  c h a n g e  D e s e l e c t i o n  p r o c e s s ,  p r o c e s s  m u s t  b e  k e p t .  C a n  s t i c k  e m p l o y e e s  
w i t h  a  CC.
U 2 :  S e l e c t  CC b y  s e n i o r i t y .  L o o k  a t  s i c k  l e a v e  a n d  s e n i o r i t y  g e n e r a l l y  a n d  
i n t e r v i e w  a n d  t h e n  c h o o s e .
U 3 :  F i n d  a  b e t t e r  w a y  o f  s e l e c t i n g  CC. T h e  p r o c e s s  s h o u l d  b e  m o r e  
s t a n d a r d i z e d  a n d  n o t  b a s e d  o n l y  o n  a t t e n d a n c e  -  e x p e r i e n c e  i n  s e r v i c e  s h o u l d  
b e  c o n s i d e r e d .
M l :  C l e a r  a n d  p r e c i s e  j o b  d e s c r i p t i o n s ,  a n d  e v e r y o n e  i s  m a d e  a w a r e  o f  w h a t  
t h e y  a r e .
M2: 1 .  M a k e  s u r e  i s  a  " B e s t  Q u a l i f i e d "  a p p l i c a n t  p r o c e s s ,  i n c l u d i n g  
i n t e r v i e w ,  t o  i d e n t i f y  I P  s k i l l s  a s  a  k e y  f a c t o r  t o  s u c c e s s
2 .  M o r e  t r a i n i n g  f o r  I P  s k i l l s  o n c e  s e l e c t e d
3 .  D o n ' t  r e t a i n  v o t i n g  a s p e c t
4 .  N e e d  f o r m a l  m e a n s  o f  f e e d b a c k  f r o m  c r e w  m e m b e r s ,  b u t  n o t  f o r  d e s e l e c t i n g  
o n l y  f o r  d e v e l o p m e n t a l  n o t  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  p u r p o s e s .
M3: T h e r e  n e e d s  t o  b e  b e t t e r  c r i t e r i a  f o r  t h e  s e l e c t i o n  p r o c e s s ,  s u c h  a s  
s e n i o r i t y ,  b e s t  q u a l i f i e d ,  a t t e n d a n c e .  ( N e e d  c l e a r  s t a t e m e n t  o f  c r i t e r i a . )
I S .  On a  1 0 - p o i n t  s c a l e  ( w i t h  1 0  b e i n g  e x t r e m e l y  s u p p o r t i v e ) ,  h o w  s u p p o r t i v e  
o f  t h e  c r e w  c h i e f  p r o j e c t  a r e  y o u :
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A . A s  i t  c u r r e n t l y  e x i s t s ? ;  B .  A s i t  c o u l d  f u n c t i o n  i d e a l l y ?
0 1 :  A: 10 B :  10
U 2 : A :  9 B :  10
U 3 :  A :  7 B :  10
U 3 : G e n e r a l s u g g e s t i o n :
( l i k e  t h e y  u s e d  t o  h a v e  w i t h  e m p l o y e e s  a n d  s u p e r v i s o r s )
M l : A : 7 - 8 B: 10
M 2: A : 8 B : 10
M3: A : 9 - 1 0 B: 10
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SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW FOR THE CREW CHIEF PROJECT
CITY: LEHIGH VALLEY
1. What are your positions in the USPS (and APWA)?
(Title?) Note if person is on local crew chief steering 
committee.
Union consisted of 3 steering eomnittee members, a former 
clerk craft director, an Industrial Relations Director, a 
former union president, a former local union executive 
committee member.
Management consisted of three MDOs, three steering committee 
members, a former Tour Superintendent, and a plant manager.
2. How has the union-management relationship changed since 
last year?
Ul: The reorganization changed local management, it changed
the players, took away people that we used to get along with 
well.
U2: No change
U3: I think it has improved, it is not as adversarial, we
have enlightened union representation. Management is more 
cooperative with workers, the new MDO on tour 3 has improved 
relations there*
Ml: I think so. I think it is more relaxed, union is able
to come to the managers now. The reorganization changed 
things a lot, and improved it.
M2: For tour 3, not much, we never had an adversarial
relationship since I became MDO.
M3: I think it has improved. We have low grievance
activity. Very low number of level 3 grievances. We don't 
have tracking for grievance in automation. We have 
technology changes, mail mix changes and other things.
M4: No.
3. What has changed in automation because of the crew chief 
program?
Ul: CC program arrived when staffing went down. Don't know 
that there have been major changes. Tour 2 has had the 
biggest change (the supervisors are not around much.) CC on 
Tour 1 runs the Tour. Tour 3 is a hands-on operation, with 
supervisor running the show. CCs are glorified workers.
U2: Tour 1 has no supervisor. (They do not show up on the 
floor, but are there.) The CCs handle everything. CC runs
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for the mail, not much time on the machines. Tour 3 OK as 
much. Supervisor works with CC well. CCs did not have any 
hands-on experience dealing with people. Tour 2 CCs don't 
work on the machines, often sit around at the desk.
U3: Based on interviews with MP, I don't really know. We 
are getting new, more senior person as MP. This may affect 
things.
Ml: Good, allow supervisor freedom to do administrative work 
and cover more areas. I see some resentment between 
supervisors and CC and between CC and crew members. The 
crew members think CC is not a team member.
M2: Supervisor lost a little bit of control, energy and 
interest. They don't have hands-on control. CC torn 
between having to direct people and being a buddy.
Discipline has suffered as well as overall work habits. It 
is harder for supervisor, they have CC as another. We have 
more problems now, employees report late, take longer 
breaks, are more lax now.
M3: The week of training for CC was a very positive 
experience for the CC. I wish we could have done that for 
everybody. I touch base with president and director of 
clerk craft and other steering committee members. It is 
bound to have an impact on our quality. It is an expensive 
program. Under the guidelines, CCs are supposed to work a 
maximum of 20 percent on the machines and the rest of the 
time as a CC. Pieces of mail processed per hour has 
declined.
M4: We got cut supervisors, that has helped the program. I 
have had more flexibility in the staffing of supervisors. I 
have cut from 3 supervisors to one in automation. It has 
helped in terms of planning, we can institute things like 
the DBCSs easily now. They are gung-ho, they know what they 
are doing.
4. Is the crew chief program functioning the way you thought 
it would?
Ul: I have mixed opinions of it. National union in training 
gave us one view, after national union left management tried 
to get in the cracks. Training might have been better with 
national people. Tour 1 MDO is the most in favor of CC 
program. He is most supportive of the program.
U2: Yes. I thought it was to replace supervisors, and that 
is what has happened.
U3: Tour 1 is a model, Tour 3 not so good. CCs are not 
comfortable in their roles. Tour 3 has many non-members.
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Ml: It is not going as well as I thought it would. I see CC 
standing off, not part of team, causes resentment with MP.
M2: Yes, the way I thought it would. Our operation on Tour 
3 was OK before, thus there were not major changes. On 
other Tours there may have been changes.
M3: In an overall sense, it has. I had no preconceptions.
I was concerned about the strict adherence about how much 
CCs work on the machines. I think informally it has worked 
here about the amount of time spent on the machines. We are 
very open here and that has helped.
M4: Yes.
S. What do you think has hindered effective implementation 
(or more effective implementation) of the crew chief program 
in this site?
Ul: I think it is how employees think of it. Our new PTFs 
view it differently. They don not know much about it. Tour 
1 went well except for PTF problem. Tour 3 has a lot of 
non-members. I am not sure what we have been doing as a 
steering committee. The steering committee could have been 
more involved. We have not evaluated the program as 
frequently as we could have. The union members on the 
committee were too involved with other activities.
U2: Lack of participation by the local union.. If we werei 
more involved, we could have handled the issues better.
U3: Rank and file cooperation. Management and supervisor 
may have supported it. Rank and file have not supported it. 
We were a little lax in getting guidance to CC from steering 
committee.
Ml: Probably the employees we actually have as CCs. I think 
they became CCs for the wrong reasons, to get out of work.
M2: The selection method of CC. You have people who want a 
higher level, we don't have right people in the CC position. 
Tour 3 had no 204Bs, it has hindered the program. They had 
no experience. Some don't know what to do.
M3: I suppose that if I and the others had spent more time 
on it, it would have been better. Nobody is disappointed 
about it. It works well because we have had the opportunity 
to adapt the program to local conditions. It is essential 
to be able to have local options, to have the program not be 
a rigid nationwide program with no local flexibility.
M4: Attitudes. The biggest thing is trust. Employees are 
sure they will be empowered. The majority of employees have
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accepted the program. One employee has not and is fighting 
the program.
6. What would you say is the best thing about the orew chief 
project ? The worst thing?
BEST:
Ul: Crew members like taking instructions from crew chiefs, 
at least on Tour 1 and 2, where bosses aren't around.
U2: Elimination of supervisor. We don't hear any harassment 
or favoritism complaints. CCs are handling things better. 
They pull crew members off and coordinate more.
U3: Getting rank and file involved in decision making 
process.
Ml: It makes it easier for supervisors now because of the 
reorganization and the lower amount of staffing.
M2: I have been freed up on supervision. I have more 
flexibility with management personnel. It has not improved 
the operation, it has only affected my management 
flexibility.
M3: The training that the CC got along with union support 
for the program. The union got support and credit for the 
program. Our union believes that they were prime movers in 
getting it here. They take credit for the jointness.
M4: I have good people. I don't have to worry about it.
W0R8T:
Ul: Biggest complaint is that CC think they are bosses, 
think like bosses. On Tour 1 and 2 CC works the machine 
only 30 minutes a night; this is not enough.
U2: CCs don't work on the machines. The way they behave 
suggests that some are just a 204B. Tour 1 CC does too much 
with mail, but not on machines.
U3: It has not lived up to the expectation that we had 
hoped. On Tour 3, they are not involved in the decision 
making process. CC could have been involved in delegating 
things to the members.
Ml: The resentment that it causes.
M2: Lack of discipline in unit. Wrong people in CC position 
are not on top of it. Supervisor has to get involved to get 
things done.
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M3: The tendency of the USPS and the union to bypass the 
supervisors. Supervisors feel that it takes jobs from them. 
The supervisors got the attitudes that they were bypassed.
M4: Communications. The biggest problem is between 4 and 6 
a.m. in terms of dispatching mail. CCs get too focused on 
task and don't tell next person.
7. Do you think the crew chiefs in your facility were 
adequately trained to perform their new function, both 
technically and interpersonally? (IP)?
Ul: I wasn't there for all of it, I believe they were 
properly trained except for reservations I expressed above. 
Supervisor should be in the training program throughout.
U2: Tour l had 204B experience; it is OK. Tour 3, no. On 
all Tours reliefs probably didn't get enough hands-on 
training. IP, training was weak. The CCs are more 
knowledgeable about operations than supervisors.
U3: Yes, training was excellent. In Tour 3, the supervisors 
spent quality time with the CC ib helping them. It is 
difficult to see someone who worked with you work in a 
different capacity.
M U  Yes. '
M2: Tour 3, no. Training sessions for people with no 
management experience. None ever had managerial experience. 
No 204B experience on other Tours. 2(MBs helped out on the 
other Tours. Technically, training was OK. Technical stuff 
is easy.
M3: They received technical training and 1 1/2 days on group 
human relations training. What they got was very positive, 
but not sure if it was adequate. We took people with no 
background in this, and now have them do it. Some CCs may 
feel uncomfortable about it.
M4: Yes. Technically they could have received a little bit 
more. IP, they have some problems with particular 
individuals. They are afraid they will not be accepted back 
in the group when the program is terminated.
8. Overall, what proportion the current crew chiefs do you 
think are competent to do the job? (Probe for difference 
between effective and ineffective crew chiefs.)
Ul: All but 4. Less effective ones come off "snippetyM.
They make assignments, not being sensitive to the needs of 
crew members.
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U2: Eighty percent of ours are. Tour 3 is a little weaker. 
Tour 1 and 2, 100 percent. Ineffective: lack of 
communication skills with HP. CCs on Tour 3 say there is a 
lack of communication with supervisor and CC. We wanted 
certain types of people in CC position. We let them have 
people who had been 204Bs in exchange.
U3: Tour 3 forty percent. The difference in effectiveness 
is IP skills, being able to handle the position and being 
able to delegate effectively.
Ml: On Tour 2 all three are competent. The CCs did serve as
204B, it made them more knowledgeable. If they think like a
204B, they won't work on the machines. This is the down
side to having been a 204B previously, thinking like a
supervisor.
M2: Two out of five. CCs who are effective take control of 
the operation, concentrate on meeting the objective, have a 
sense of urgency about getting the mail out.
M3: Not all of them, you should see the union about this.
We have had conflict between CC and mail handlers.
M4: All of them. The most effective ones have a sense of 
urgency in getting things done.
9. Do the crew chiefs in your facility spend time on the 
machines?
Ul: Very little to none. They are there for heavy mail, 
sweeping the mail.
U2: Some yes and some no. Tour 2, no; Tour 1, yes. On Tour 
3, OK. On Tour 3 it is personality differences, On Tour 2, 
we have a supervisor who is negative. He sees his job as 
being hindered.
U3: Yes. The steering committee spends a lot of time on 
this issue. The rank and file members felt CC was abusing 
the position. Sometimes they actually were abusing it, 
sometimes they were doing CC functions but the members did 
not know.
Ml: Very little. I have never seen them on the machines. I
see them standing at the desk. I never see them doing work.
I see on Tour 1 that the CCs have a problem in sending
unneeded MPs to other areas.
M2: Yes, time varies depending on situation and/or CC. To
just help out. Some might want to help out too much.
M3: It depends on the Tour. Some spend more time, some only 
for breaks.
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M4: For relief, for breaks, for dispatches.
Probe. Do they spend an appropriate amount of time in the
machines? (too much/too little)
Ul: No. They hang out and act like a supervisor. When they 
have nothing to do, they do not think about helping out with 
the machines. It is just something they do not think Of.
U2: Tour 1, yes. Tour 2, no. Tour 3, OK.
U3: OK.
Ml:
M2: Some do, some don't. More often than not, they don't 
help enough.
M3: I haven't dealt with that. Since program is working 
well, we may be OK on this. I don't get complaints about 
this.
M4: It is not enough time. They spend too much time 
retrieving mail that MPs could get.
10. For each meeting below, find out frequency, formalness, 
purpose, and what is discussed/accomplishes?
A. Do crew chiefs have meetings among themselves?
Ul: Not normally.
U2: On their own, informally on the floor. We changed 
schedules to overlap with the next Tour.
U3: Yes, depending on Tour. Tour 1 was very good. More 
formally, every other month.
Ml: Yes, they discuss problems in their area. They overlap 
with CC from other Tours.
M2: No formal meetings. Between the Tours, they discuss 
what is going on.
M3: They are supposed to. They have Tour change meetings. 
Things are now worked out.
M4: Every night they get together before the Tour to talk 
about the game plan. I also wanted them to meet every hour, 
but they do not.
B. Do the crew chiefs have meetings with the supervisors?
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Ul: Some with supervisors and MDO.
U2: Not that I know of.
U3; Yes. Varies by Tour, particularly by Tour 1.
Ml: Yes, the supervisor tells them what to do.
M2: They have had formal meetings with supervisor. Probably 
should have done more of that.
M3: They have had.
M4: They are supposed to, but we haven't had one for a 
while.
C. Do the crew chiefs meet with the local steering 
committee?
Ul: No.
U2: No.
U3: The local steering committee meets by proxy, resulted in 
reports that the steering committee put out.
Ml: Yes. A committee member goes out on the Tour and issues 
from particular CCs back to the committee.
M2: Not very often. Twice representatives met with CCs.
M3: No, we have talked about this. With things going well, 
we haven't implemented this.
M4: They did.
D. Do the crew chiefs have meetings with their crew members?
Ul: No.
U2: They talk to them on the floor.
U3: Bi-monthly with CC and members, but members did not 
raise issues. They may have thought that everything got 
tried out, so it was useless to raise it.
Ml: OK
M2: No. The supervisors should include CC in the safety 
meeting. They probably do not do that.
M3: They aren't calling people off the floor for meetings. 
M4: No.
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E. Ar« there any other meetings in relation to the crew 
chief program?
Ul: Steering committee.
U2: We set up weekly meetings where one MOO and one union 
steering committee member would poll MPs weekly. Every 
other week meet with crew chiefs. These two meetings were 
set up about a month ago. It has not happened yet. We have 
not implemented them yet.
U3: We have a mechanism for anyone to get feedback from 
local steering committee by submitting questions.
Ml:
M2: Steering committee.
M3: The Tours are autonomous. I don't know.
M4: NO.
11. Are chiefs assigned to a regular crew or do they have 
different crew members each day? (Probe. How should they 
be organised?)
Ul: They have a rotating crew on Tour 2. On Tour 3, jobs 
are assigned by seniority. I like the idea of a rotating 
crew, that way they can be with different people, they can 
avoid being stuck with a crew chief that they do not like.
U2: Tour 1 rotate. Tour 2 rotate, depending. Tour 3, OK.
U3: A very hotly debated issue on each Tour. We left it up 
to the CCs to decide among themselves. This issue and other 
issues is where we give them some discretion.
Ml: They rotate.
M2: This is a regular crew for the regular full-time CC.
M3: They have some differences due to days off. We are 
trying to keep them together. Each Tour is different.
M4: DBCS is regular, the rest rotate so that once a week 
they each get a different CC.
12. Do the same people work together regularly in the 
OCR/BCS/DBCS unit? All three tours? Describe how they are 
organised.
Ul: Tour 2 and 3 allow teaming, they stick together. On 
Tour 1 they rotate, except for DBCS.
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U2: Tour 1 rotate. Tour 2, the crew of two moves together. 
Tour 3, OK.
U3: Tour 3 they do by seniority. On Tour 1 they do not.
Ml: Same two people work together.
M2: Yes.
M3: Overall, yes.
M4: They do work together, they rotate together.
13. How are crew chiefs organised to cover the 7 day a week 
operation? (Probe. How has that worked out? Vhat would 
you recommend?)
Ul: I worked up schedule, backed up with reliefs. Sometimes 
we don't have CC coverage on weekends. We had a problem 
with holiday. We had the junior person work as a relief on 
a holiday. The reliefs wanted time off in stead of the 
work.
U2: Posted jobs with days off. Reliefs, Tour 1 covers days 
off. The one relief is full time. Reliefs on other Tours 
cover unscheduled days off and weekends.
U3: Reliefs selected on rotating basis, plus cover days off. 
There was a problem with one relief.
Ml: Different days off. One has Sat-Sun, other has Sun-Mon. 
Relief covers on Sunday or holiday and on vacation.
M2: Monday - Friday is OK. Sunday could be a problem with 
the relief CC.
M3: OK.
M4: There are 5 CCs, only two for Saturday night-Sunday 
morning. There are 4 for the rest of the week.
14. If the crew chief program is made permanent# what 
changes would you suggest?
Ul: The biggest change would be to have everybody get a 2 to 
3 hour training session on the program. The crew members 
should have been trained and learned about the program up 
front.
U2: OK. I would like some mechanism to have the CCs work on 
machine. They probably have too much work. They could 
mandate meetings among CCs, with crew and with management.
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U3: Change pay rate. Set procedure for: getting the CC 
position and removing CCs.
Ml: To try to get CCs more involved with crew. Get hands- 
on, get on machines.
M2: Higher level job, like level 6. Better IP training. 
Selection process should be best qualified. Need to have CC 
have more control over operation.
M3: I can't think of anything. I would like to see that 
supervisors are included, not just top management. I would 
like to see a refocusing of that. The other thing would be 
something to allow CCs to work on the machines.
M4: Give them a higher level. We have been working fairly 
well. The selection was fine, the way we have recruited 
them was fine.
15. On a 10-point scale (with 10 being extremely 
supportive), how supportive of the crew chief program are 
you:
A. As it currently exists;
B. As it could function ideally?
Ul: 6; 9
U2: 10; 10
U3: 8 (5 for Tour III); 10
Ml: 8; 10
M2: 4; 8 Note: It gives me more flexibility to move 
management personnel around. It could empower employee if 
you had the right person in the job.
M3: 8; 9
M4: 10; 10
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SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW FOR THE CREW CHIEF PROJECT 
CITY: LOUISVILLE
1 .  W h a t a r e  y o u r  p o s i t i o n s  i n  t h e  USPS ( a n d  APWU)? ( T i t l e ? )  N o te  i f  p e r s o n  i s  
o n  l o c a l  c r e w  c h i e f  s t e e r i n g  c o m m i t t e e .
U n i o n  c o n s i s t e d  o f  3 i n t e r v i e w e e s ,  e a c h  o f  whom w a s  a  m a i l  p r o c e s s o r ,  u n i o n  
s t e w a r d  a n d  m e m b e r  o f  t h e  s t e e r i n g  c o m m i t t e e .
M a n a g e m e n t  c o n s i s t e d  o f  f o u r  i n t e r v i e w e e s :  3 MDOs, 2 s t e e r i n g  c o m m i t t e e  
m e m b e r s ,  a n d  o n e  USPS s u p e r v i s o r .
2 .  How h a s  t h e  u n io n - m a n a g e m e n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  c h a n g e d  s i n c e  l a s t  y e a r ?
U 1 : C o o p e r a t i o n  h a s  i m p r o v e d  a l t h o u g h  som e s u p e r v i s o r s  d o n ' t  w a n t  t o  c o o p e r a t e  
(We h a v e  t o  g o  a r o u n d  th e m )  O v e r a l l ,  h o w e v e r  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  i s  b e t t e r .
U 2 : T h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  o n  som e  t o u r s  a n d  w i t h  c e r t a i n  s u p e r v i s o r s  i s  b e t t e r .
B u t  o n  t h e  o t h e r s ,  t h e r e  i s  s t i l l  a n  a d v e r s a r i a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p .  R e o r g a n i z a t i o n  
m ad e  s e n s e  t o  so m e  a n d  t h e y  w o r k  w i t h  i t .  V i o l e n c e  i r .  t h e  w o r k p l a c e  s c a r e d  
p e o p l e  a n d  m ad e  t h e m  l e s s  v o c a l  a n d  f o r c e f u l .  Now t h e y  " t e l l "  r a t h e r  t h a n  
" y e l l " .
U 3 : T o u r  1 g e t s  a l o n g  p r e t t y  w e l l .  T h e r e  i s  g o o d  r a p p o r t ,  g o o d  c o m m u n i c a t i o n .  
T h i s  b e h a v i o r  h a s  n o t  b e e n  s e e n  b e f o r e .  C o m m u n i c a t i o n  i s  t h e  k e y  h e r e .  Due 
t o  t h e  c o n f l i c t  r e s o l u t i o n  c l a s s ,  we g o t  o u t  t h e  a n g e r  a n d  b u i l t  t r u s t .  I t  
a l s o  c h a n g e d  t h e  m i n d s  o f  s u p e r v i s o r s  a n d  w o r k e r s .  T h e  c l a s s  g o t  h o s t i l i t i e s  
o u t  a n d  c r e a t e d  h o n e s t y .  S t e w a r d s  now w o r k  h a r d  a s  s t e w a r d s  a n d  a s  c l e r k s .
T h e  U n i o n  w o r k s  w e l l  w i t h  m a n a g e m e n t  b e c a u s e  m a n a g e m e n t  k n o w s  t h e y ' l l  b e  
h o n e s t  a n d  d o  t h e i r  j o b s  a s  s t e w a r d s .  T h e  CC p r o g r a m  i s  g o o d  o n  T o u r  1 .
M l :  On t h i s  t o u r  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  h a s  i m p r o v e d .  T h e r e  a r e  l e s s  
c o n f r o n t a t i o n s .  ( L a s t  y e a r  t h e r e  w e r e  a d v e r s a r i a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s . )  Now, t h e  
i s  m o r e  w i l l i n g n e s s  t o  w o r k  t h i n g s  o u t .  A f t e r  r e s t r u c t u r i n g ,  t h i n g s  w e r e  
u n s t a b l e  b u t  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  h a s  i m p r o v e d .
M2: T h e  g e n e r a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p  i s  m o r e  o p e n  a n d  t r u s t i n g .  T h e r e  i s  l e s s  " b a c k -  
s t a b b i n g " .  T h e r e  h a v e  b e e n  so m e  i n d i v i d u a l  c a s e s  o f  p r o b l e m s  b u t  o v e r a l l  i t ' s  
p o s i t i v e .  (He w a s n ' t  i n  a  p o s i t i o n  w h e n  CC p r o g r a m  w a s  s t a r t e d . )
M3: S t e p  2 g r i e v a n c e  h a s  i m p r o v e d  c l i m a t e .  O v e r t i m e  i s  h a n d l e d  a s  p e r  
" a r t i c l e  8 "  o f  t h e  n a t i o n a l  a g r e e m e n t .  ( S t e e r i n g  c o m m i t t e e ? )  a t m o s p h e r e  h a s  
i m p r o v e d .  Some c a s e s  o f  " u n i o n  p e r f e c t i o n i s m "  h a v e  r e s u l t e d  i n  d i s c i p l i n a r y  
a c t i o n  t o w a r d  C C s .  A d a m a n t  r e g a r d i n g  t a k i n g  i n d i v i d u a l s  o u t  o f  t h e  p r o g r a m .
I n  g e n e r a l ,  t h e  a t m o s p h e r e  h a s  i m p r o v e d .
M 4 : T h e r e  i s  a  p r e t t y  g o o d  r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  t h e m .  I t  h a s  g o t t e n  b e t t e r  i n
t h e  p a s t  o n e  a n d  o n e  h a l f  y e a r s  d u e  t o  a  c h a n g e  i n  h i e r a r c h y  a n d  n o t  a  r e s u l t
o f  t h e  CC p r o j e c t .  S t e e r i n g  c o m m i t t e e  b r i n g s  b e t t e r  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  t o  t h e  t w o  
s i d e s .
3 .  W h a t h a s  c h a n g e d  i n  a u t o m a t i o n  b e c a u s e  o f  t h e  c r e w  c h i e f  p r o g r a m ?
U l : T e a m w o r k  h a s  i m p r o v e d .  M o r a l e  h a s  i m p r o v e d  s o m e w h a t .  T h e r e  a r e  a  f e w
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d i s c r e p a n c i e s  b e t w e e n  CCs a n d  s u p e r v i s o r s .  T h e  CCs m ay  h a v e  o v e r s t e p p e d  
b o u n d a r i e s  i n  so m e  c a s e s  b u t  n o t h i n g  m a j o r .  CCs h a v e  h a d  t o  b e  t a c t f u l .  Some 
CCs h a v e  b e e n  a l l o w e d  o v e r  t h e  l i n e ;  h a d  t o  b e  s t r a i g h t e n e d  o u t .
U 2 : I  d o n ' t  s e e  m uch  c h a n g e .  T h e r e  a r e  m o r e  h e a d a c h e s  n o w .  P e o p l e  d o n ' t  k n o w  
w h a t  y o u ' r e  g o i n g  t o  d o .  D e c i s i o n  m a k i n g  i s  d i f f i c u l t  b e c a u s e  t h e r e  a r e  3 - 4  
b o s s e s  r a t h e r  t h a n  o n e .  P r o d u c t i o n  h a s  d e c r e a s e d  f r o m  3 1 , 0 0 0  t o  1 8 , 0 0 0  o n  h i s  
t o u r .  Now y o u  c a n ' t  f i n d  s u p e r v i s o r s  w h en  y o u  n e e d  t h e m .  T h e  p r o j e c t  g a v e  
s u p e r v i s o r s  a n  e a s y  b r e a k ,  w h i c h  t h e y  t a k e  t o o  o f t e n .  When t h e  CC t r i e s  t o  
h a n d l e  t h i n g s  t h a t  t h e  s u p e r v i s o r  s h o u l d  h a n d l e ,  t h e  s u p e r v i s o r  s t e p s  i n  a n d  
r a i s e s  h e l l .  CCs t h i n k  t h e y ' r e  b o s s  w h e n  t h e y ' r e  n o t .
U 3 : T h e  CC p r o g r a m  a p p e a r s  t o  b e  g o o d  o n  t o u r  1 .  On o t h e r  T o u r s , t h e r e  a p p e a r  
t o  b e  p r o b l e m s ;  t o u r  3 s e e m s  t o  h a v e  t h e  m o s t  p r o b l e m s .  T h e  CCs a r e  w o r k i n g  
m e m b e r s  o f  t h e  c r e w  a n d  k n o w  w h a t  t h e y ' r e  d o i n g .  T h e y  k n o w  t h e  s o r t  p l a n s ,  
m a i l  i s  r e a d y  a n d  o n e  s e l d o m  h a s  t o  l o o k  f o r  t h i n g s  b e c a u s e  CC t a k e s  c a r e  o f  
i t .  D i s p a t c h e s  a r e  w h e r e  t h e y  s h o u l d  b e .  C o m m u n i c a t i o n  i s  g o o d ,  e v e r y o n e  
k n o w s  w h a t  t o  d o ,  a l l  i s  o n  t i m e .  S u p e r v i s o r s  t h e r e f o r e  a r e  l e f t  o p e n  t o  d o  
w h a t  t h e y ' r e  s u p p o s e d  t o  d o .  T h e  p r o g r a m  w o r k s  w e l l  h e r e .  T h e  m a j o r  p r o b l e m  
i s  g e t t i n g  t h e  CCs t o  t a k e  l e s s  s u p e r v i s o r y  r o l e s  a n d  d u t i e s .
M l :  T h e  p r o g r a m  i s  b e n e f i c i a l  t o  s u p e r v i s o r s .  I t  f r e e s  t h e i r  t i m e  t o  d o  
a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  t a s k s .  CCs a r e  s i m i l a r  t o  e x p e d i t o r s .  CCs c a n  s e t  u p  b r e a k s  
a n d  l u n c h e s .  M a n a g e r s  c a n  w a t c h  f r o m  a  s t e p  b a c k .  CCs o n  t h i s  t o u r  h a v e  b e e n  
a b o v e  a v e r a g e  f o r  t h e  m o s t  p a r t .
M2: I n  t h e  r e o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  we l o s t  s u p e r v i s o r s .  T h e  CC p r o g r a m  h e l p e d  t a k e  
w o r k l o a d  o f f  s u p e r v i s o r  a n d  e n a b l e d  s u p e r v i s o r  t o  e x p a n d  c o v e r a g e .  I t  i s  a  
b e t t e r  o p e r a t i o n  w i t h  C C s .
M3: S u p e r v i s o r s  h a v e  b e c o m e  l a z y .  T h e  CC d o e s  t h e  w o r k  f o r  t h e m .  T h e  CC i s  
n o t  a c t i n g  a s  b r i d g e .  S u p e r v i s o r s  a r e  d o i n g  o t h e r  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  t h i n g s  a n d  
a r e  p r e s e n t  l e s s .
M 4: M o r e  p e o p l e .  P r o d u c t i v i t y  i s  b e t t e r .  T h e r e  a r e  so m e  g r e a t  CCs a n d  so m e  
n o t  s o  g r e a t .  T h e r e  a r e  a l s o  so m e  e m p l o y e e s  w i t h  b a d  a t t i t u d e s  t o w a r d  t h e  
C C s .  T h e y  t h i n k  t h e  CCs d o n ' t  d o  a n y t h i n g .  S u p e r v i s o r s  c a n  now t a k e  a  b r e a k  
a n d  l e a v e  t h e  f l o o r  o c c a s i o n a l l y  a n d  r e l y  o n  CCs t o  t a k e  c a r e  o f  t h e  f l o o r  
w h e n  n e c e s s a r y .  P e r h a p s  p r o g r a m  h a s  m ad e  so m e  s u p e r v i s o r s  l a z y  b e c a u s e  t h e y  
h a v e  t h e  CCs t o  d o  t h e  w o r k  f o r  t h e .  F o r  t h e  m o s t  p a r t ,  s u p e r v i s o r s  c o o p e r a t e  
w i t h  t h e  p r o g r a m .
4 .  I s  t h e  c r e w  c h i e f  p r o g r a m  f u n c t i o n i n g  t h e  w a y  y o u  t h o u g h t  i t  w o u ld ?
U l : M o s t  a s p e c t s  h a v e  w o r k e d  b e t t e r  t h a n  a n t i c i p a t e d .  T h e r e  w e r e  so m e  
p r o b l e m s  i n  t h e  f i r s t  f e w  m o n t h s  w i t h  T1 a n d  T 3 . T2 w o r k s  w e l l .
U 2 : N o .  T h o u g h t  CC w o u l d  b e  a  " w o r k i n g  l e a d e r "  o n  m a c h i n e s ,  w o r k i n g ,  a n d  
g i v i n g  i n s t r u c t i o n s .  B u t ,  i n s t e a d ,  t h e y  j u s t  s t a n d  a r o u n d .  T h e y  d o n ' t  w o r k  
o n  t h e  m a c h i n e s  w h e n  t h e y  s h o u l d .  T h e  CCs s e e m  t o  p i c k  o u t  f r i e n d s  t o  w o r k  
w i t h  a n d  d e l e g a t e  t o .  T h e  g i v e  t h e i r  f a v o r i t e s  t h e  g o o d  w o r k .  CCs u s e  
c o n t r o l  i n a p p r o p r i a t e l y .
U 3 : A l o t  o f  p e o p l e  h a d  r e s e r v a t i o n s .  T h e y  t h o u g h t  t h e  CC w o u l d  b e  a
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g l o r i f i e d  2 0 4 B .  B u t  s o  f a r  t h e  p r o g r a m  e x c e e d s  e x p e c t a t i o n s .  T h e  s t e e r i n g  
c o m m i t t e e  w o r k s  w e l l  w i t h  12 p e o p l e .  We t a k e  t h e  p r o j e c t  s e r i o u s l y .
M l :  Y e s ,  b u t  s u p e r v i s o r s  s t i l l  t h i n k  t h e i r  j o b s  a r e  t h r e a t e n e d .  CC c a n  h a n d l e  
j o b  t r a i n i n g .  Some p r o b l e m s  b e c a u s e  CCs t h o u g h t  t h e y ' d  b e  s u p e r v i s o r s .
M2: M2 c a m e  i n  l a t e  a n d  h a d  t o  c a t c h  u p  w i t h  t h e  p r o g r a m .  He d o e s n ' t  d e a l  
w i t h  CC d i r e c t l y .  He g e t s  m o s t  i n f o r m a t i o n  f r o m  c o m m i t t e e  m e e t i n g s .  T h e  
s u p e r v i s o r s  h a v e  s l a c k e d  o f f  ( d i d n ' t  g o  t h r o u g h  t r a i n i n g ) .  T h e r e  h a v e  b e e n  
som e p r o b l e m s  i n  t e r m s  o f  o v e r / u n d e r  a g g r e s s i v e  C C s .  T h e  p r o g r a m  i s  
f u n c t i o n i n g  p r o p e r l y  b u t  h e ' s  n o t  s u r e  w h e r e  i t ' s  g o i n g .  ( H e ' s  b e e n  i n  
a u t o m a t i o n  s i n c e  J a n u a r y  a n d  o n  t h e  s t e e r i n g  c o m m i t t e e  s i n c e  J u n e . )
M3: N o t  t o t a l l y .  CC t i m i d  a t  f i r s t .  Now c o v e r i n g  m o r e  o f  s u p e r v i s o r s  j o b .  
S u p e r v i s o r s  " g r i l l i n g "  i n  a  p o s i t i v e  w a y .  T h e r e  i s  a  b r i d g e  b e t w e e n  c r a f t  a n d  
s u p e r v i s o r s ,  a  s e n s e  o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  CCs o v e r s t e p p i n g  b o u n d s  - s i n c e r e  
c o n c e r n  a b o u t  g e t t i n g  m a i l  o u t ,  " c h i d i n g "  p e o p l e .
M 4: 7 5  p e r c e n t .  T h o u g h t  we w o u l d  b e  a b l e  t o  k e e p  e v e r y t h i n g  r u n n i n g  a t  a l l  
t i m e s ,  b u t  t h e r e ' s  n o  s p e c i f i c  g u i d e l i n e s .  T h e r e  a r e  t o o  m an y  g r a y  a r e a s .
I t ' s  h a r d  t o  g e t  CCs t o  u n d e r s t a n d  a n d  f o l l o w  y o u r  p r o c e d u r e s .  T h e r e  n e e d s  t o  
b e  m o r e  s p e c i f i c  g u i d e l i n e s  t o  m e a s u r e  t h e  j o b  a n d  w o r k  b y .  CCs n e e d  t o  s e t  
a n d  e x a m p l e  a n d  w i t h  g r a y  a r e a s  t h e y  c a n ' t  d o  t h a t .
5 .  W h a t d o  y o u  t h i n k  h a s  h i n d e r e d  e f f e c t i v e  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  o f  t h e  c r e w  c h i e f  
p r o g r a m  i n  t h i s  s i t e ?  ( G e n e r a l  q u e s t i o n  f i r s t ,  t h e n  p r o b e  f o r  s p e c i f i c  
a n s w e r s )
U l :  No d i s t i n c t i v e  g u i d e l i n e s  a s  t o  w h a t  CCs r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  a r e .  T h e r e  i s  a  
l a c k  o f  t o t a l  m a n a g e m e n t  p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  A f e w  s u p e r v i s o r s  d o n ' t  w a n t  t h e  
p r o g r a m .  Some s u p e r v i s o r s  h a v e  g i v e n  u p  t o o  m u ch  c o n t r o l  o r  n o t  e n o u g h .
U 2 : M a n a g e m e n t ' s  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  t h e  p r o g r a m  h a s  h i n d e r e d  i t .  T h e r e  i s  n o
c l e a r  o u t l i n e  r e g a r d i n g  CCs r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  a n d  d u t i e s .  T h e  p r o g r a m  i s  n o t  
u t i l i z e d  w i t h  CC a s  a  w o r k i n g  m em b e r  o f  t h e  c r e w .  M a n a g e m e n t  d o e s n ' t  s e e  t o  
i t  t h a t  t h e  p r o g r a m  f u n c t i o n s  a s  i t  s h o u l d .  T h e  CCs a r e  n o t  " w o r k i n g  l e a d e r s "  
a s  t h e y  s h o u l d  b e .
U 3 :  T h e  p r o g r a m  i s  e f f e c t i v e  h e r e .  T h e r e  a r e  n o  g r o u n d  r u l e s ,  s o  i t ' s  a l l  
t r i a l  a n d  e r r o r  a n d  i t  w o r k s  w e l l  f o r  u s .  M o s t  e v e r y o n e  g e t s  a l o n g ;  
s u p e r v i s o r s ,  s t e w a r d s ,  p r o c e s s o r s / c l e r k s .  T h e r e  a r e  a  f e w  p r o b l e m s  w i t h  so m e  
s u p e r v i s o r s .  T h e  p r o g r a m  i s  e f f e c t i v e l y  i m p l e m e n t e d .  T h e  s t e e r i n g  c o m m i t t e e  
d o e s  w h a t ' s  f a i r  a n d  d e c e n t  f o r  e v e r y o n e .  T h e  o n l y  p r o b l e m  i s  t h a t  so m e  
s u p e r v i s o r s  a b u s e  i t .  C o m m u n i c a t i o n  f r o m  T o u r  t o  T o u r  i s  s t i l l  a  p r o b l e m .
M l :  I n  t h e  r e s t r u c t u r i n g  f o u r  4 s u p e r v i s o r s  w e r e  l o s t .  T h e r e  a r e  17  m a n a g e r s  
who a r e  s t i l l  c o n c e r n e d  a b o u t  j o b s .  M a n a g e r s  a r e  n o t  b e h i n d  p r o g r a m  100%. 
Some m a n a g e r s  h a v e  g i v e n  u p  a l l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .
M2: T h e  s u p e r v i s o r ' s  j o b  i s  now u n c l e a r .  R e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  a r e  a l s o  u n c l e a r  
f o r  C C s .  S u p e r v i s o r s  d o n ' t  know  i f  t h e y ' d  l o s e  t h e i r  j o b s  t o  t h e  c r e w  c h i e f s .
M3: N o t  e n o u g h  s e n i o r  p e o p l e  ( m a i l  p r o c e s s o r s )  b e c o m i n g  i n v o l v e d .  T h e y  w e r e  
a f r a i d  t o  g e t  i n v o l v e d  b e c a u s e  i t  i s  n e w ,  u n k n o w n .
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M 4: On t o u r  1 t h e r e  a r e  n o t  e n o u g h  C C s .  We s t a r t e d  o u t  w i t h  11  C C s .  Now 
t h e r e ' s  a  g r e a t  s h o r t a g e  a n d  t h a t ' s  h i n d e r e d  t h e  p r o g r a m .  A g a i n ,  n e e d  m o r e  
s p e c i f i c  g u i d e l i n e s  o f  t h e  p r o g r a m  a n d  how i t  s h o u l d  w o r k .  N e e d  t o  b e  c l e a r  
o n  t h e  r o l e  o f  t h e  CC. C o n f l i c t  o f  i n t e r e s t  b e t w e e n  2 0 4 B  a n d  C C s .
6 .  W h a t w o u l d  y o u  s a y  i s  t h e  b e s t  t h i n g  a b o u t  t h e  c r e w  c h i e f  p r o j e c t ?  T h e  
w o r s t  t h i n g ?
BEST: '
U l :  T h e  b e s t  t h i n g  h a s  b e e n  t h e  t a l e n t  e x h i b i t e d  b y  C C s .  T h e y  d i s p l a y  
i n i t i a t i v e  b y  m a k i n g  d e c i s i o n s  w h e n  t h e  s u p e r v i s o r  i s  n o t  p r e s e n t  t h a t  
a c c o m p l i s h  s u p e r v i s o r ' s  g o a l s .
U 2 : CCs t h i n k  t h e  t h i s  g r a d e  l e v e l s  a r e  t h e  b e s t  t h i n g .  X t h i n k  t h a t  i f  
i m p l e m e n t e d  c o r r e c t l y ,  e m p l o y e e s  c a n  g o v e r n  t h e m s e l v e s .  T h i s  h a p p e n s  so m e  o n  
my t o u r ,  b u t  n o t  o n  m o s t .
U 3 : T h e  p r o j e c t  g i v e  t h e  c l e r k  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  g e t  t h e  m a i l  o u t .  T h e y  k n o w
a n d  a r e  r e a d y  t o  d o  i t  a l l .  CCs a r e  a b l e  t o  s a y  t h i n g s  t h a t  s u p e r v i s o r s
c a n ' t ,  s o  i t  g e t s  p e o p l e  g o i n g .  CCs s e t  e v e r y t h i n g  u p  s o  t h a t  j o b  i s  c l e a r .  
T h e  s t a f f  k n o w s  wha - o  d o  a n d  c a n  s p e n d  m o s t  o f  t h e  t i m e  a c t u a l l y  d o i n g  i t .
CCs t a k e  r e s p o n s i b r  . y  s e r i o u s l y .  CCs d o  p r e p  w o r k  a n d  l e t  t h e  s t a f f  d o  i t s
j o b .  CCs t a k e  i t  s e r i o u s l y .
M l :  A l l e v i a t e s  m a n a g e r  f r o m  d o i n g  d a i l y  r e g u l a r  c h o r e s .  Now t h e r e  i s  s o m e o n e  
t o  a s s i s t  i n  r u n n i n g  o p e r a t i o n .  M a n a g e r s  h a v e  t i m e  t o  p l a n / o r g a n i z e .
M2: O p e r a t o r s  a r e  a b l e  t o  g e t  a  b e t t e r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  t h e i r  j o b .  T h e  t a s k s  
a r e  c l a r i f i e d  f o r  t h a t  d a y .  T h i s  g e n e r a t e s  b e t t e r  r e l a t i o n s h i p .
M3: M a i l  i s  f l o w i n g  b e t t e r  b e c a u s e  o f  CC.
M 4 : C o m m u n i c a t i o n .  P e o p l e  a c t u a l l y  g e t  w o r k  d o n e  now  i n s t e a d  o f  r u n n i n g  
a r o u n d  t r y i n g  t o  f i g u r e  o u t  w h a t  t o  d o .  Some u n i t s  a r e  m o r e  c r i t i c a l  t h a n  
o t h e r s .  T im e  i s  m o r e  c r i t i c a l  i n  s o m e .  N e e d  v e r y  d e p e n d a b l e  CCs i n  c r i t i c a l  
a r e a s .
I
WORST:
U l :  T h e  w o r s t  t h i n g  i s  t h e  l a c k  o f  s u p e r v i s o r  w h e n  so m e  m a n a g e r s  u s e  CCs t o  d o  
t h e i r  j o b .  G i v i n g  u p  t o o  m a n y  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .
U 2 :  T h e  p r o g r a m  i s  n o t  u s e d  t h e  w a y  i t  s h o u l d  b e .
U 3 : T h e r e  a r e  n o  r u l e s  o r  s e t  p a t t e r n s ,  s o  t h e  p r o c e d u r e  i s  t r i a l  a r id  e r r o r .
H o w e v e r ,  we h a v e  s e t  g u i d e l i n e s  u p  a s  we g o  a l o n g  a n d  we h a v e  w o r k e d  o u t  t h e  
n e g a t i v e s .  T h e  b i g g e s t  p r o b l e m  i s  t h a t  t h e  s u p e r v i s o r s  g e t  s l a c k  b e c a u s e  t h e  
CCs a r e  d o i n g  a  l o t  o f  t h e  w o r k  a n d  t h e n  t h e  s u p e r v i s o r s  co m e  d o w n  o n  t h e  CCs
i f  a  b a d  c h o i c e  i s  m a d e .  A n o t h e r  p r o b l e m  i s  t h a t  t h e  s u p e r v i s o r s  a r e  n o t
c o n s i s t e n t l y  a c c e s s i b l e .  T h e  s u p e r v i s o r s  o f t e n  d i s a p p e a r  w h i l e  t h e  CCs t a k e  
o n  t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .  T h e  s u p e r v i s o r  s h o u l d  a l w a y s  b e  o n  t h e  f l o o r ,  n o t  i n  
t h e  l o u n g e .
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M l :  CC t h i n k i n g  t h e y  a r e  s u p e r v i s o r .
M2: P e o p l e  l o o k  f o r  CC t o  m ake  d e c i s i o n s .  T h e y  t h i n k  Co i s  s u p p o s e d  t o  m ak e
d e c i s i o n s .  N o t  s u r e  w h a t  t h e y  a r e  t h e r e  f o r .
M3: S u p e r v i s o r s  c o u l d  d o  j u s t  a s  g o o d  a  j o b .  T h e y  p e r c e i v e  t h a t  t h e  CCs a r e
t h e r e  t o  t a k e  t h e i r  p o s i t i o n .
M 4: F ro m  a  s t e e r i n g  c o m m i t t e e  p e r s p e c t i v e :  CCs w a n t  t o  b e  b o s s e s  a n d
s u p e r v i s o r s  a l l o w  i t ,  i n s t e a d  o f  a c t u a l l y  b e i n g  a  w o r k i n g  m e m b e r  o f  t h e  c r e w .
From  t h e  p e r s p e c t i v e  o f  a  s u p e r v i s o r :  T h e  CCs a r e  n o t  a b l e  t o  c o m m u n i c a t e  w i t h  
a l l  e m p l o y e e s .
7 .  Do y o u  t h i n k  t h e  c r e w  c h i e f s  i n  y o u r  f a c i l i t y  w e r e  a d e q u a t e l y  t r a i n e d  t o  
p e r f o r m  t h e i r  n e w  f u n c t i o n ,  b o t h  t e c h n i c a l l y  a n d  i n t e r p e r s o n a l l v ?
U l : CCs w e r e  g i v e n  a d e q u a t e  t r a i n i n g  b o t h  i n  t e r m s  o f  t e c h n i c a l  a n d  I P  s k i l l s .
U 2 : T r a i n i n g  w a s  a d e q u a t e .  Some h a d  m o t i v a t i o n s  o f  u p w a r d  m o b i l i t y .  T h e s e
p e o p l e  d o n ' t  u s e  t r a i n i n g  a n y w a y .  T h e i r  m o t i v a t i o n  k e e p s  t h e m  f r o m
f u n c t i o n i n g  p u r e l y  w i t h  t h e  j o b .  I n s t e a d ,  t h e y  c o n c e n t r a t e  o n  m o v i n g  u p  t o  
t h e  n e x t  l e v e l .  M a n a g e m e n t  d o e s n ' t  e n c o u r a g e  i n d i v i d u a l i t y  a n d  n o n c o n f o r m i n g  
t o  m a n a g e m e n t  e x p e c t a t i o n s .
U 3 : O v e r a l l ,  w e ' v e  m e t  t h e  c h a l l e n g e .  M o s t  o f  t h e  e m p l o y e e s  k n o w  g e n e r a l l y  
a b o u t  t h e  o p e r a t i o n ,  b u t  m a n a g e m e n t  d o e s n ' t  t e a c h  e v e r y o n e  a b o u t  t h e  m a i l .  
S p e c i f i c a l l y  t h e  e m p l o y e e s  a r e  n o t  t r a i n e d  w e l l  e n o u g h  i n  a u t o m a t i o n .  We 
t r i e d  t o  t r a i n  t h e m ,  b u t  s o m e t i m e s  y o u  h a v e  t o  r e m i n d  t h e m .  We n e e d  b e t t e r  
t r a i n i n g  o n  t h e  " w h a t s  a n d  w h y s "  o f  a u t o m a t i o n .  N e e d  m o r e  y e a r s  t o  l e a r n  t h e  
" i n s  a n d  o u t s "  o f  m a i l .  T h i s  s h o u l d  b e  m a n a g e m e n t ' s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  T h e  
e m p l o y e e s  d o n ' t  h a v e  a  c o m p l e t e  p i c t u r e ;  o n l y  t h e  b a s i c s .  R e m e m b e r ,  i t ' s  a  
p i l o t  p r o g r a m ,  s o  t h e r e  a r e  n o  g u i d e l i n e s .  We t r i e d  t o  t r a i n  a s  b e s t  we 
c o u l d ,  b u t  t h e r e  a r e  m an y  t h i n g s  t h a t  h a d  t o  b e  a d d r e s s e d  a s  t h e y  c am e  u p .  
I n t e r p e r s o n a l l y ,  m o s t  CCs a r e  g o o d ,  b u t  a  f e w  a r e  o v e r z e a l o u s  a n d  m i l i t a r y ­
l i k e .
M l :  I n i t i a l l y  y e s ,  f o r  a  new  p r o g r a m .  T e c h n i c a l l y  a n d  I P  b o t h  a d e q u a t e .  
I n t e r p e r s o n a l  -  m o r e  e m p h a s i s  p u t  o n  t h a t  t h e y  a r e  n o t  s u p e r v i s o r s
M2: G e n e r a l l y  y e s .  T e c h n i c a l l y ,  t h e y  know  t h e  j o b s  w e l l .  I n t e r p e r s o n a l l y :  
t h e r e  a r e  so m e  r e t i r e d  m i l i t a r y  p e o p l e  a r e  t a k i n g  a  m i l i t a r y  p e r s p e c t i v e .
T h e y  m i g h t  b e n e f i t  f r o m  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  t r a i n i n g  t o  i m p r o v e  s k i l l s .  Some 
s p e c i f i c  i n d i v i d u a l s  h a v e  p e r s o n a l  p r o b l e m s  w h i c h  i n t e r f e r e  w i t h  t h e i r  CC 
p o s i t i o n .
M3: T e c h n i c a l l y ,  y e s .  N e e d  m o r e  e x p e r i e n c e .  I P ,  y e s  t o  g e t  t h e m  
s t a r t e d / f o c u s e d .
M 4: I P  - n o t  e n o u g h  t r a i n i n g .  T e c h n i c a l l y  - T r a i n i n g  i s  g o o d  h e r e ;  l e a r n  m o r e  
v i a  a p p l i c a t i o n .
8. Overall, what proportion of the current crew chiefs do you think are
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c o m p e t e n t  t o  p e r f o r m  t h e  c r e w  c h i e f  j o b ?  ( P r o b e  f o r  d i f f e r e n c e s  b e tw e e n  
e f f e c t i v e  a n d  i n e f f e c t i v e  c r e w  c h i e f s ) .
U l : A t  l e a s t  80  p e r c e n t .  T h e y  have t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  e f f e c t i v e l y  c a r r y  o u t  
s u p e r v i s o r ' s  w o r k  p l a n  f o r  t h e  d a y .  T h e y  m ove  p e o p l e  a r o u n d  a s  r e q u i r e d .
T h e r e  i s  a n  e f f e c t i v e  u s e  o f  s t a f f .  Some CCs a r e  " c o c k y " .  F o r  e x a m p l e ,  so m e
v e t e r a n s  e x e r c i s e  t o o  m u ch  a u t h o r i t y  a n d  h a v e  a  " m i l i t a n t "  a t t i t u d e .
U 2 : A v e r y  s m a l l  n u m b e r ,  m ay b e  10%. An e f f e c t i v e  a s p e c t  i s  t h e  CCs 
c o m m u n i c a t e  w i t h  e m p l o y e e s .  T h e i r  m a n n e r i s m  i s  g o o d .  T h e y  w o r k  w i t h  t h e
u n i t ,  t h e y  d o n ' t  j u s t  b u l l d o z e  i n  a n d  comm and p e o p l e .  T h e  g o o d  o n e s  com e o n
a n d  t a k e  t i m e  t o  t a l k  w i t h  t h e  c r e w .  T h e y  a r e  m o r e  t e a m - o r i e n t e d .  An
i n e f f e c t i v e  a s p e c t  i s  w h e n  t h e  CCs yell a t  p e o p l e .  Some h a v e  m a n n e r i s m s  w h e n
s p e a k i n g  w i t h  e m p l o y e e s .  Some s p r e a d  g o s s i p ,  d o n ' t  f u l f i l l  t h e i r  d u t i e s  o r  
p a s s  t h e i r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  t o  o t h e r s .
U 3 : A l l  o f  t h e m .  Some t a k e  i t  o v e r b o a r d .  Some h a v e  t o  b e  w a t c h e d .  B u t
o v e r a l l ,  a l l  k n o w  w h a t  t h e y  s h o u l d  d o  a n d  a r e  c a p a b l e .  T h e  CCs o n  T o u r  1 s e e m
t o  w o r k  w e l l  t o g e t h e r  a n d  a r e  all g o o d  a n d  e f f e c t i v g .  O ne  s u g g e s t i o n  w o u l d  b e  
t o  e m p h a s i z e  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  b e t w e e n  p e o p l e ,  t o u r s ,  l e v e l s .  E v e r y o n e  s h o u l d  b e  
o n e ,  n o t  s e p a r a t e .  An i n e f f e c t i v e  a s p e c t  i s  n o t  t a l k i n g  t o  c r e w  m e m b e r ,  n o t  
k n o w i n g  e x a c t l y  w h a t ' s  g o i n g  o n ,  m a k i n g  y o u r  c r e w  com e t o  y o u  a n d  n o t  g o i n g  t o
t h e m .  I t  w o u l d  b e  m o r e  e f f e c t i v e  t o  know e x a c t l y  w h a t  t h e y  a r e  d o i n g ,  s t a y  o n
t o p  o f  p o t e n t i a l  p r o b l e m s .
M l :  T o u r  1 o n l y  90%. ( 8 / 1 1 )  F a c t o r s :  One CC n o t  f o l l o w i n g  s u p e r v i s o r
e x p e c t a t i o n s .  F a i l i n g  t o  f o l l o w  i n s t r u c t i o n s  o f  s u p e r v i s o r .
M2: M2 o n l y  w o r k s  w i t h  T2 d i r e c t l y .  A l l  CCs o n  T2 a r e  g o o d
T h e  CCs d i f f e r  i n  t h e i r  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  s k i l l s ,  s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  a s  f a r  a s  k n o w i n g  
w h a t  n e e d s  t o  b e  d o n e  a n d  b e i n g  a b l e  t o  c o m m u n i c a t e  i t  t o  t h e  c r e w .
M3: C o u l d  m o v e  e a s i l y .  5 / 9  o n  t o u r .  3 t o p  n o t c h .  I P  s k i l l s  a r e
d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  f a c t o r .
M 4: 90  p e r c e n t .  E f f e c t i v e :  c a r e  a b o u t  w h a t  t h e y  a r e  d o i n g ?  w a n t  t o  b e  
i n f o r m e d ,  w a n t  t o  m e e t  g o a l s .  R e s p o n s i b l e ,  c o n s c i e n t i o u s ,  t r y  t o  m o t i v a t e  
c r e w .  I n e f f e c t i v e :  t o o k  j o b  f o r  p e r s o n a l  m o t i v a t i o n s ,  l i k e  h a v i n g  d a y s  o f f ,  
a u t h o r i t y .  R e g a r d i n g  h e a r i n g  i m p a i r e d  CCs d o e s n ' t  a l w a y s  w a n t  t o  l i s t e n .
N e e d  t o  h a v e  c o m p l e t e  a b i l i t y  t o  c o m m u n i c a t e ,  b o t h  o r a l l y  a n d  w r i t t e n  o r  i t  
h o l d s  t h i n g s  u p .
9 .  Do t h e  c r e w  c h i e f s  i n  y o u r  f a c i l i t y  s p e n d  t i n e  o n  t h e  m a c h i n e s ?  (o p e n *  
e n d e d  f i r s t ,  t h e n  p r o b e ,  HOW MOCH AND FOR WHAT RSASONS?)
U l :  A s  r e q u i r e d  f o r  l u n c h ,  b r e a k  r e l i e f ,  r e s t r o o m ,  e t c .  T h e y  s p e n d  a  m axim um  
o f  2 h o u r s  p e r  d a y .  On t o u r  2 t h e y  s p e n d  - ich  l e s s  t i m e  b e c a u s e  t h e r e  i s  
s u f f i c i e n t  s t a f f .
U 2 : T h e  CCs s p e n d  l i t t l e  t i m e  o n  t h e  m a c h i n e s ;  o n l y  f o r  r e l i e f  o r  b r e a k s  b u t  
n o t  f o r  h i g h  m a i l  v o l u m e .  T h e y  s p e n d  m a y b e  5 p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  t i m e  ( 5 - 1 5  
m i n u t e s  m a x im u m .)  T h e y  d o n ' t  " b u s t  t h e i r  b o n e s " .  T h e  CCs w i l l  c a l l  a  r e l i e f  
w o r k e r  i n  b e f o r e  t h e y  w i l l  g e t  o n  m a c h i n e s  t h e m s e l v e s .
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U3 : Y e s ,  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  1 t o  2 h o u r s  f o r  b r e a k s ,  r e l i e f s ,  l u n c h e s ,  e m e r g e n c i e s .  
T h e  CCs c a n  a l s o  b e  b r o u g h t  i n  o n  o v e r t i m e  a s  c l e r k s ,  b u t  i f  t h e y ' r e  o n  a s  CC, 
t h e n  t h a t ' s  w h a t  t h e y  a r e .  T h e y  d o n ' t  f i l l  i n  f o r  h i g h  v o l u m e .
M l :  M o s t  s p e n d  a n  a p p r o p r i a t e  t i m e .  Some s p e n d  t o o  l i t t l e ;  so m e  t o o  m u c h .
T im e  - a n  h o u r  o r  m o r e  t o  r e l i e v e  o n  b r e a k s .
M2: N o t  e n o u g h  t i m e .  F o r  l u n c h  r e l i e f s  a n d  t o  c o v e r  b r e a k s  o n l y  
T h e y  s p e n d  a b o u t  25% o f  t h e  t i m e .
M3: O v e r  50  p e r c e n t .  C o v e r  b r e a k s .  S h o r t a g e  o f  p e r s o n n e l  s i t s .
M 4: Y e s ,  l u n c h e s  ( 2 ) ,  b r e a k s  ( 3 ) ,  r e s t r o o m ,  n u r s e ,  b u t  n o t  f o r  h i g h  v o l u m e .
A p p r o x i m a t e l y  o n e  h o u r  a n d  45  m i n u t e s  - k e e p s  t h e m  p a r t  o f  t h e  t e a m .
PROBE Do t h e y  s p e n d  a n  a p p r o p r i a t e  a m o u n t  o f  t i m e  o n  t h e  m a c h i n e s ?  ( t o o  
m u c h / t o o  l i t t l e )
U l : W an t  t o  s e e  m o r e  t i m e  t o  s t a y  " i n  p r a c t i c e " ,  s t a y  c o m p e t e n t  o n  m a c h i n e s .  
C a p a b i l i t y  s t a y s ,  m ay  b e c o m e  r u s t y .
U 2 : N o ,  t o o  l i t t l e .  5 p e r c e n t  i s  n o t  e n o u g h .  ,
U 3 : Y e s ,  m o s t  o f  t h e m .  Some a r e  t o o  " g u n g  h o "  ( t o o  m uch  t i m e ) ,  b u t  m o s t  a r e
o n  a n  a p p r o p r i a t e  a m o u n t  o f  t i m e .
M l :  M o s t l y  a p p r o p r i a t e .
M2: T o o  l i t t l e  t i m e  o n  m a c h i n e s  f r o m  t h e  r e p o r t s  h e ' s  g e t t i n g .  CCs a r e  
o u t s i d e  i n  a l l e y  s o m e t i m e s .
M3: Y e s .
M 4 : On t o u r  1 ,  y e s .  I t  k e e p s  t h e m  p a r t  o f  t h e  t e a m .  O v e r a l l ,  t h e y  s p e n d  t o o  
l i t t l e .  T h e  CCs s p e n d  t o o  m u ch  t i m e  o b s e r v i n g  a n d  n o t  a c t i v e l y  i n v o l v e d  o r  
c l o s e  t o  t h e  w o r k .  ( A l t h o u g h  h i s  g r o u p  i s  g o o d ,  n o t  a l l  a r e . )
1 0 .  F o r  e a c h  m e e t i n g  b e lo w ,  f i n d  o u t  f r e q u e n c y ,  f o r m a l n e s s ,  p u r p o s e ,  a n d  w h a t  
i s  d i s c u s s e d / a c c o m p l i s h e d ?
A . Do t h e  c r e w  c h i e f s  h a v e  m e e t i n g s  am o n g  t h e m s e l v e s ?
U l :  I n f o r m a l  t a l k i n g  a b o u t  o p e r a t i o n .  No f o r m a l  m e e t i n g s .  O n l y  3 CCs o n  T 2 .
U 2:  N o .
U 3 : Y e s ,  e v e r y  w e e k  o n  t o u r  1 t o  d i s c u s s  a n d  p r o b l e m s  o n  t h e  f l o o r .  T h e y  t a k e  
m i n u t e s ,  b u t  i t ' s  i n f o r m a l .  S u r v e y s / e v a l u a t i o n s  h a v e  b e e n  d o n e  o n  t h e  C C s .
T h e  m e e t i n g s  a l s o  r e g a r d  c o m m u n i c a t i o n ,  p r o b l e m s  w i t h  s u p e r v i s o r s ,  s o l u t i o n s .  
T h e y  a l s o  m e e t  t o  k e e p  t h e m s e l v e s  i n f o r m e d .
M l :  M e e t  o n c e  a  m o n t h .  I n i t i a l l y  o n c e  a  w e e k  t o  w o r k  o u t  c h a l l e n g e s .
I n f o r m a l  m e e t i n g .
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M2: I n f o r m a l  o n l y .
} '
M 3: Mo.
M 4: Y e s ,  e v e r y  t w o  w e e k s .  S o m e w h a t  f o r m a l .  M e e t  f o r  p r o b l e m  s o l v i n g ,  s h a r e  
i n f o r m a t i o n .
B . Do t h e  c r e w  c h i e f s  h a v e  m e e t i n g s  w i t h  t h e  s u p e r v i s o r s ?
U l : O n l y  o n e  s u p e r v i s o r  o n  t o u r .  M o s t  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  i s  i n f o r m a l  b e c a u s e  t h e  
t o u r  i s  s m a l l .
U 2 : T h e y  h a v e ,  b u t  v e r y  r a r e l y .  T h e y  u s u a l l y  o n l y  h a v e  t h e m  w h e n  t h e r e  a r e  
p r o b l e m s .  I n  t h e  c a s e  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a  m e e t i n g ,  t h e r e  m u s t  b e  a  m e m b e r  o f  t h e  
s t e e r i n g  c o m m i t t e e  a t  t h e  m e e t i n g .  N o t  a l l  d o  t h i s ,  e v e n  t h o u g h  t h e y  a r e  
s u p p o s e d  t o .  (A t  so m e  m e e t i n g s  b e t w e e n  CCs a n d  t h e  s u p e r v i s o r ,  t h e r e  w a s n ' t  a  
m e m b e r  o f  t h e  s t e e r i n g  c o m m i t t e e  t h e r e ,  e v e n  t h o u g h  t h e  r u l e s  d i c t a t e  t h a t  a t  
a n y  s u c h  m e e t i n g  t h e r e  s h o u l d  b e . )
U 3 : S t e e r i n g  c o m m i t t e e  m u s t  b e  t h e r e ,  1 APWU r e p ,  o n e  m a n a g e m e n t  r e p .  F o r m a l  
m e e t i n g .  I n f o r m a l  m e e t i n g s  a r e  n o t  a l l o w e d  ( m e n t i o n e d  r e p s  m u s t  a t t e n d ) .
T h e y  a l l  t a l k ,  b u t  d o n ' t  h a v e  f o r m a l  m e e t i n g s  u n l e s s  t h e r e ' s  a  p r o b l e m .  ( N o t  
m a n y  p r o b l e m s  t h o u g h )  D u r i n g  t h e s e  m e e t i n g s ,  f e a r  o f  r e t a l i a t i o n  f r o m  t h e  
s u p e r v i s o r  i s  t h e  b i g g e s t  o b s t a c l e .
M l :  A t  t i m e s ,  i f  s o m e t h i n g  c o m e s  u p ,  i . e .  f o r  s p e c i f i c  p u r p o s e .  M a n a g e r ,  
s t e w a r d ,  e m p l o y e e ,  CC s i t  d o w n  t o g e t h e r  t o  r e s o l v e  s p e c i f i c  p r o b l e m s .
M2: T h e  CC m e e t s  w i t h  t h e  s u p e r v i s o r  t o  g o  o v e r  i n e f f i c i e n c i e s .  N o t  t o  p l a n  
t h e  d a y .  F o r m a l  m e e t i n g .
M3: I n f o r m a l .  D e a l i n g  w i t h  p r o b l e m s .  A f t e r  j o i n t  s t e e r i n g  c o m m i t t e e  t h e y  
m e e t  w i t h  t o u r .
M 4 : O n l y  w h e n  n e c e s s a r y ,  f o r  e x a m p l e ,  i f  t h e r e  a r e  s p e c i f i c  c h a n g e s  o c c u r r i n g .
U s u a l l y  s u p e r v i s o r s  o n l y  w i l l  m e e t  a n d  t h e n  p a s s  a l o n g  i n f o r m a t i o n  t o  t h e i r  
r e s p e c t i v e  C C s .
C . Do t h e  c r e w  c h i e f s  m e e t  w i t h  t h e  l o c a l  s t e e r i n g  c o m m i t t e e ?
U l :  O n l y  w h e n  a  p r o b l e m  o c c u r s  t o  h e a r  t h e i r  s i d e .  M e e t  w i t h  t o u r  s t e e r i n g  
c o m m i t t e e .
U 2 : T h e y ' v e  a s k e d  t o  m e e t ,  b u t  o n l y  w h e n  t h e r e ' s  a  p r o b l e m .  N o t  o n  a  f o r m a l  
b a s i s .
U 3 : Y e s ,  i f  t h e y  r e q u e s t  a  m e e t i n g  t h e  d o o r  i s  a l w a y s  o p e n ,  A m e e t i n g  w i l l  
a l s o  b e  h e l d  i f  a  s u g g e s t i o n  i s  d r o p p e d  i n  t h e  b o x .
M l :  T h e r e  a r e n ' t  a s  m a n y  m e e t i n g s  a s  w h e n  t h e  p r o g r a m  b e g a n .
I n i t i a l l y  t h e y  d i d .  Som e t a l k e d  w i t h  w h o l e  c o m m i t t e e .  T h e  t o p i c s  w e r e  a b o u t  
s o m e  CCs n o t  f u l f i l l i n g  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o r  a b o u t  c o n f l i c t s  w i t h  t h e  s u p e r v i s o r .
M2: T h e r e  i s  a  s u g g e s t i o n  b o x .  A r e a s  o f  c o n t r o v e r s y  a r e  d i s c u s s e d  r o u n d  t a b l e
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s t y l e .  I f  a  p r o b l e m  i s  f o u n d  we t r y  t o  s o l v e  i t .  We u s u a l l y  r e a c h  a  
c o n s e n s u s .  ( P r o b l e m  a r e a  o r  p r o b l e m  s u p e r v i s o r -  p r o b l e m  s u p e r v i s o r s  -  w o r k i n g  
w i t h  MDO & s u p e r v i s o r  o n  e a c h  t o u r ? ? ? ? )
M3:
M 4: N o ,  o n l y  i f  t h e y  r e q u e s t  i t .
D . Do t h e  c r e w  c h i e f s  h a v e  m e e t i n g s  w i t h  t h e i r  c r e w  m e m b e rs ?
U l :  I n f o r m a l  r o t a t i o n .  No s e p a r a t i o n  o f  p a y  l o c a t i o n s .  CC a n d  s u p e r v i s o r  ( o r  
j u s t  CC) d e c i d e  w h a t  w i l l  b e  d o n e .
U 2 :  N o .
U 3 : T h e  c l e r k s  t a l k  t o  t h e  CCs b u t  n o t  i n  f o r m a l  m e e t i n g s .  T h e  p u r p o s e  o f  
t a l k s  i s  t o  d e a l  w i t h  w o r k  o r  d a i l y  s t u f f .
M l :  U s u a l l y  d u r i n g  s e r v i c e  o r  s a f e t y  t a l k s  b u t  n o t h i n g  f o r m a l .
M2: N o .
M3: N o .
M 4: Y e s ,  a t  l e a s t  o n c e  a  w e e k  i n c l u d i n g  t h e  s u p e r v i s o r .  M e e t  j u s t  t o  g e t
p e o p l e  i n v o l v e d  a n d  k e e p  t h e m  i n f o r m e d .  A l s o  t o  h a n d l e  c h a n g e s  a n d  h o l d  o p e n
d i s c u s s i o n s .
E .  A r e  t h e i r  a n y  o t h e r  m e e t i n g s  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  c r e w  c h i e f  p r o g r a m ?
U l :  NO.
U 2:  N o .
U 3 : P e r i o d i c a l l y ,  m e e t  w i t h  2 0 4 B s  a n d  s u p e r v i s o r s  b u t  n o t  a n y m o r e .  I f  t h e r e ' s  
a  p r o b l e m ,  a  m e e t i n g  c a n  b e  s e t  u p ,  b u t  m o s t  p r o b l e m s  a t  t h i s  p o i n t  a r e  s m a l l  
a n d  i n f r e q u e n t .  T h e  s t e e r i n g  c o m m i t t e e  m e e t s  o n c e  a  m o n t h ,  b u t  w i l l  s e t  u p  a
s p e c i a l  m e e t i n g  i f  p r o b l e m s  o c c u r .  I n  t h e s e  m e e t i n g s ,  we m e e t  a s  12 m e m b e r s ,
n o t  a s  u n i o n  a n d  m a n a g e m e n t .
M l :  NO.
M2: N o .  T2 s u p e r v i s o r  m e e t s  w i t h  e m p l o y e e s  r e g a r d i n g  s a f e t y  t a l k  a n d  j o b  
t a l k .
M3: T3 m e t  o n c e .  E v e r y o n e  i n  a u t o m a t i o n  m e t  t o  d i s c u s s  t h e  r o l e  o f  a  c r e w
c h i e f .
M 4 : J u s t  s t e e r i n g  c o m m i t t e e  m e m b e r s .
1 1 .  A r e  c h i e f s  a s s i g n e d  t o  a  r e g u l a r  c r e w  o r  d o  t h e y  h a v e  d i f f e r e n t  c r e w  
m e m b e rs  e a c h  d a y ?  (PROBE, HOW SHOULD THEY BE ORGANIZED?)
U l :  T h e  CCs r o t a t e  w i t h  o t h e r  c r e w  m e m b e rs  s o  t h a t  t h e y  a r e  a s s i g n e d  t o
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d i f f e r e n t  p e o p l e .  T h e  CCs r o t a t e  w i t h  t h e  w o r k  l o a d .  T h e  CC n e e d s  t o  b e  
r o t a t e d .
U 2 : T h e y  d o n ' t  r e a l l y  h a v e  c r e w s .  T h e y  h a v e  3 m a c h i n e s  p e r  CC, a n d  o n  a n y
g i v e n  d a y ,  m a y b e  t h e r e ' s  1 - 2  p e o p l e ,  o n  t h e  m a c h i n e s .  S o ,  t h e  CCs a r e  
a s s i g n e d  t o  r e g u l a r  m a c h i n e s ,  b u t  n o t  r e g u l a r  c r e w s .  T h e y  d o n ' t  r o t a t e  
m a c h i n e s ,  u n l e s s  t h e y  w a n t  t o ,  b u t  m a n a g e m e n t  d o e s n ' t  w a n t  t o  r o t a t e .  (He 
t h i n k s  t h e y  s h o u l d  b e  r o t a t e d ,  b u t  m a n a g e m e n t  w o n ' t  d o  i t . )  T h e  c r e w  m e m b e r ' s  
a s s i g n m e n t  t o  m a c h i n e s  c h a n g e s  e v e r y  d a y ,  a n d  t h i s  i s  d e t e r m i n e d  b y  a  CC o r  
s u p e r v i s o r .  U n f o r t u n a t e l y ,  so m e  CCs s p l i t  u p  t e a m s  t h a t  w o r k  w e l l  t o g e t h e r ,  
a n d  a s  a  r e s u l t  p r o d u c t i v i t y  i s  l o s t .  I t ' s  b a d  t o  s p l i t  u p  p e o p l e  t h a t  w o r k  
w e l l  t o g e t h e r  j u s t  f o r  t h e  CCs own p e r s o n a l  r e a s o n s .  T h i s  i s  a  b a d  a t t i t u d e  
o n  t h e  CCs p a r t .
U 3 : CCs b i d  t o  a  r e g u l a r  c r e w  a n d  l o c a t i o n  a n d  t h a t ' s  w h a t  y o u  r u n .  M o s t  w a n t  
t o  r o t a t e ,  b u t  t h a t ' s  n o t  s e t  u p  y e t .  R e l i e f s  r o t a t e  a s  s c h e d u l e d .  T h e y  know  
w h e r e  t h e y ' l l  b e  e v e r y  n i g h t .  P e r h a p s  r o t a t i o n  w i l l  b e  t h e  n e x t  s t e p  b e c a u s e  
m an y  h a v e  r e q u e s t e d  i t .
M l :  U s u a l l y  t h e  s a m e ,  12 e m p l o y e e s  p e r  p a y  l o c a t i o n  w i t h i n  p a y  l o c a t i o n .  OK 
t h i s  w a y ,  k e e p s  c o n s i s t e n c y .
M2: P r e t t y  m u ch  r e g u l a r  c r e w .  S h o u l d  know  a l l  j o b s ,  s h o u l d  r e m a i n  w i t h  o n e  
c r e w .  T h i s  b u i l d s  d e d i c a t i o n  a n d  a  m o t i v a t e d  c r e w .
M3: M o s t l y  a s s i g n e d  t o  a  s e t  o f  m a c h i n e s .  S o m e t i m e s  r o t a t e d  t h r o u g h  OCRs. 
R o t a t i o n  i s  g o o d .
M 4: S e t  t o  s p e c i f i c  m a c h i n e s  a n d  c r e w  m e m b e rs  r o t a t e  b e t w e e n  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  
m a c h i n e s .  T h i s  t r a i n s  e v e r y o n e  i n  a l l  a s p e c t s .  T h e r e ' s  n o  s p e c i f i c  o r d e r .  
E v e r y o n e  g o e s  o n  a l l  m a c h i n e s  i n  a  20  d a y  c y c l e .
1 2 .  Do t h e  s a m e  p e o p l e  w o r k  t o g e t h e r  r e g u l a r l y  i n  t h e  OCR/BCS/DBCS u n i t ?  A l l  
t h r e e  t o u r s ?  D e s c r i b e  ho w  t h e y  a r e  o r g a n i z e d .
U l :  O v e r a l l ,  y e s .  T2 i s  d i f f e r e n t  b e c a u s e  o f  s i z e .  On T1 a n d  T3 t h e  p a y  
l o c a t i o n s  f o r m  t h e  b a s i s  f o r  o r g a n i z a t i o n .
U 2 : Y e s  o n  a l l  3 t o u r s .  I t ' s  u s u a l l y  n o t  r e a l l y  o r g a n i z e d ,  j u s t  d e p e n d s  o n  
who l i k e s  who a n d  who w o r k s  w e l l  w i t h  w h o .
U 3 : On t o u r  1 ,  y e s .  P e r h a p s  o n  t o u r  2 t h e y  s w i t c h  a r o u n d  b e c a u s e  t h e y  h a v e  
f e w e r  p e o p l e .  T o u r  1 a l w a y s  w o r k s  w i t h  t h e  s a m e  p e o p l e ,  t h e r e f o r e  b e t t e r  
m a t c h e s  a r e  f o u n d  b e t w e e n  p e o p l e .  I t ' s  o r g a n i z e d  v i a  p a y  l o c a t i o n .
M l :  N o r m a l l y .  O r g a n i z e d  b y  s u p e r v i s o r s  t o  so m e  e x t e n t .  CC d e c i d e s  who w o r k s  
w i t h  w h o .  S p e c i f i c  d e c i s i o n s .
M2: Sam e  a c r o s s  t o u r s .  O r g a n i z a t i o n :  T h e  CC i s  g i v e n  m a c h i n e s  a n d  t o l d  w h a t  
t o  r u n .  T h e  CC i s  l e f t  t o  a c c o m p l i s h  t a s k  b y  a s s i g n i n g  p e o p l e  a n d  m a k i n g  
d e c i s i o n s .
M3: Sam e p e o p l e  a t  d i f f e r e n t  ? ? ?
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M 4: N o t  r e g u l a r l y ,  b u t  o c c a s i o n a l l y .  W o u ld  h e l p  i f  c o u l d  f i n d  p e o p l e  who a r e  
t o t a l l y  c o m p a t i b l e  a n d  c o u l d  w o r k  t o g e t h e r  a l l  t h e  t i m e .  R o t a t i o n  s e t s  u p  who 
w o r k s  w i t h  whom. T h e  p r o c e s s  i s  r a n d o m  a n d  d o n e  b y  m a c h i n e s  n o t  p e o p l e .
1 3 .  How a r e  c r e w  c h i e f s  o r g a n i z e d  t o  c o v e r  t h e  7 d a y  a  w e e k  o p e r a t i o n ?
( P r o b e , ho w  h a s  t h a t  w o r k e d  o u t ? ;  w h a t  w o u ld  y o u  re c o m m e n d ? )
U l : CC p o s i t i o n s  5 o f  7 d a y s  a  w e e k .  R e l i e f  CC a s s u m e s  o f f  d a y  s c h e d u l e s ,  
a l t e r n a t e  d o e s  r e l i e f  p o s i t i o n  i f  n e e d e d ;  w o r k e d  o u t  p r e t t y  w e l l .  M ake s u r e  
t h a t  t h e r e ' s  a n d  a l t e r n a t e  f o r  e a c h  CC a n d  a t  l e a s t  o n e  a l t e r n a t e  f o r  e v e r y  2 
C C s .
U 2 : T h e  CCs h a v e  s c h e d u l e s  t h e y  f o l l o w ,  j u s t  l i k e  a n y  b i d d e d  j o b .  I t  w as  d o n e  
b y  s e n i o r  b i d d e r .  I t  w o r k s ,  k e e p  i t .
U 3 : T h e y ' r e  s c h e d u l e d .  When j o b s  w e r e  u p  f o r  b i d ,  i t  w as  m ad e  s u r e  t h a t  a l l  7
d a y s  w e r e  c o v e r e d  i n  s c h e d u l e .  W o u ld  l i k e  t o  k e e p  i t  t h i s  w a y .  T h e y  n e e d  t o
k n o w  w h e n  t h e y ' l l  w o r k  a n d  w h e n  t h e y ' r e  o f f  - l i k e  a  b i d  j o b .
M l :  R e g u l a r  - 8 .  A l t e r n a t e  - 1 .  R e l i e f  - 3 .
N e e d  m o r e  a l t e r n a t e s  t o  c o v e r  s h i f t .  S h o u l d  a l w a y s  h a v e  2 - 3  o n  h a n d  t o  c o v e r
e m e r g e n c i e s ,  s i c k  l e a v e ,  e t c .  Had  4 a l t e r n a t e s  o r i g i n a l l y  - 2 b i d ,  1 l e f t .
M2: A l t e r n a t e  CC u s e d  o n l y  a s  n e e d e d  f o r  s i c k  l e a v e ,  a n n u a l  l e a v e .  M2 h a s n ' t
h e a r d  p r o b l e m s .  L o s i n g  a l t e r n a t e s  i s  a  p r o b l e m .  T r a i n i n g  n ew  o n e s  i s  
d i f f i c u l t .  N e e d  t o  t r a i n  a l t e r n a t e s  e v e r y  t h r e e  m o n t h s  i n  d u t i e s ,  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  a n d  e x p e c t a t i o n s .
M3: R e l i e f  c o v e r  n o n - s c h e d u l e d  d a y s .  W o rk e d  f a i r l y  w e l l .  N e e d  m o r e  
a l t e r n a t e s  i n  b a c k g r o u n d  w a i t i n g  i n  w i n g s .
M 4: J u s t  r e l i e f s  a n d  a l t e r n a t e s .  T h i s  w o r k s  w e l l .  A f e w  t i m e s  t h e r e ' s  n o  CC 
b u t  n o t  r e g u l a r l y  a n d  n o t  o f t e n .
14. If the crew chief program is made permanent, what changes would you 
suggest?
U l :  P r o g r a m  a s  l a i d  o u t  b y  s t e e r i n g  c o m m i t t e e  w o r k s  w e l l .  D e f i n e  t h e  CCs 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  m o r e  c l e a r l y .
U 2 : G r a d e  l e v e l  n e e d s  t o  b e  1 g r a d e  h i g h e r .  D o n ' t  r e c o m m e n d  CC p r o g r a m  p r e f e r  
S e n i o r  M a i l  P r o c e s s o r  p o s i t i o n s  i n s t e a d ,  w i t h  j u n i o r  m a i l  p r o c e s s o r s  a t  a  
l e s s e r  g r a d e  l e v e l .  I f  t h e  p r o g r a m  i s  k e p t ,  t h e  CC n e e d s  m o r e  a c t i v i t y .  T h e y  
a c t u a l l y  n e e d  t o  b e  a  " w o r k i n g  l e a d e r "  a n d  t h e  s u p e r v i s o r s  n e e d  t o  r e g a i n  
t h e i r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .
U 3 : S h e  l i k e s  i t  a  l o t .  We n e e d  t o  h a v e  e a c h  f a c i l i t y  g o  w i t h  w h a t  w o r k s  b e s t  
f o r  t h a t  f a c i l i t y .  S h o u l d n ' t  f o r c e  a  g e n e r a l  p r o g r a m  f o r  e v e r y o n e ,  a n d  d o n ' t  
c h a n g e  o u r  p l a n  t o  c o n f o r m  t o  e v e r y o n e  e l s e ' s ,  b e c a u s e  o u r s  w o r k s  f o r  u s .  
I m p l e m e n t  o u r s  b e c a u s e  i t  w o r k s !  H a v e  t r i a l  a n d  e r r o r  f o r  a l l  s i t e s  t o  
d e t e r m i n e  w h a t  w o r k s .  APWU m a k e s  i t  w o r k  h e r e ,  n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  m a n a g e m e n t .  
T a i l o r  t h e  p r o g r a m  f o r  e a c h  f a c i l i t y ,  l e a v e  f l e x i b i l i t y  i n  c o n t r a c t .
M l :  P r o b l e m  w i t h  s e n i o r  q u a l i f i e d ,  s h o u l d  b e  s e n i o r  b e s t  q u a l i f i e d .  Now o n e
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CC p e r  3 m a c h i n e s .  F l e x i b i l i t y  a b o u t  how m an y  m a c h i n e s  t h e y  c o v e r .  W o r k in g  
f a i r l y  w e l l  r i g h t  now .
M2: N e e d  a  b e t t e r  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  t h e  j o b .  S u p e r v i s o r s  m ay  s e e  CC a s  a  
c o m p e t i t o r .  T h e  CC i s  t h e r e  t o  a s s i s t  n o t  r e p l a c e .  CC c a n ' t  b e  2 0 4 B .  CC may 
b e  m o s t  q u a l i f i e d  t o  r e p l a c e  s u p e r v i s o r s .
M3: N e e d  m o r e  t r a i n i n g  s i m i l a r  t o  EIQWL t r a i n i n g .  R e a l i z e  t h a t  t h e y  a r e  t h e  
b r i d g e  b e t w e e n  c r a f t  a n d  s u p e r v i s o r .  P h a s e  o u t  s t e e r i n g  c o m m i t t e e .
M 4: T h e r e  n e e d s  t o  b e  s p e c i f i c  g u i d e l i n e s  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  p r o g r a m  (n o  g r a y  
a r e a s ) .  A c c o u n t a b i l i t y  o n  CCs p a r t .  Now, s u p e r v i s o r  i s  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  
d i s p a t c h e s  b u t  t h e  CC i s  t h e r e  t o  b e  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  d i s p a t c h e s ,  s o  s u p e r v i s o r  
c a n  d o  o t h e r  d u t i e s ,  b u t  w h o ' s  a c c o u n t a b l e  i f  d i s p a t c h  d o e s n ' t  g e t  o u t  i n  
t i m e ?  Now, CC n o t  a c c o u n t a b l e  a n d  i t  a l l  f a l l s  o n  s u p e r v i s o r  - i t ' s  n o t  e v e n .  
N e e d  c l e a r  g u i d e l i n e  a n d  d e f i n i t i o n s  i n  t h i s  a r e a .  R e g a r d i n g  t h e  s e l e c t i o n  
p r o c e s s ,  n e e d  t o  know how i t  w i l l  b e  u p  f o r  p o s t i n g  o r  b i d d i n g .  I f  g o e s  t o  
s e n i o r  b i d d e r ,  t h e n  n e e d  v e r y  c l e a r  g u i d e l i n e s  s o  t h a t  p e r f o r m a n c e  i s  t h e  k e y  
n o t  j u s t  s e n i o r i t y .  S h o u l d  h a v e  a n  a p p l i c a t i o n  p r o c e s s  i n s t e a d  o f  j u s t  
l e t t i n g  i t  g o  t o  t h e  s e n i o r  b i d d e r .  CCs s h o u l d  b e  a c c o u n t a b l e  t o  t h e  r u l e s .  
C a p a b i l i t i e s  o f  o r a l  a n d  w r i t t e n  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  m u s t  b e  a t t e n d e d  t o ,  e s p e c i a l l y  
w i t h  t h e  h e a r i n g  i m p a i r e d .  T h e y ' r e  e x c e l l e n t  w o r k e r s ,  b u t  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  i s  
o f f / w e a k .  How c a n  t h i s  b e  d e a l t  w i t h  f a i r l y ?
I S .  On a  1 0 - p o i n t  s c a l e  ( w i t h  10  b e i n g  e x t r e m e l y  s u p p o r t i v e ) ,  how  s u p p o r t i v e  
o f  t h e  c r e w  c h i e f  p r o j e c t  a r e  y o u :
A. A s i t  c u r r e n t l y  e x i s t s ? ;  B . As i t  c o u l d  f u n c t i o n  i d e a l l y ?
0 1 : A: 10 B: 10
0 2 : A: 2 B: 10
O n l y  p r o b l e m  i s  t h a t  
s u p p o r t s  t h e  i d e a l ,
i t
b u t
d o e s n ' t  f u n c t i o n  a s  i t  i d e a l l y  s h o u l d  o r  cou!  
d o e s n ' t  l i k e  t h e  w ay  i t  a c t u a l l y  i s  w o r k i n g .
U3: A: 10 B: C a n ' t a n s w e r  b e c a u s e  we d o n ' t  l i v e  i n  a n  i d e a l  w o r l d .
M l : A: 9 B: 10
M2: A: 8 B: 9
M3: A: 8 B: 8 1 ( g i v e n  s u p e r v i s o r  i s  s t i l l  t h e r e )
M4 : A:
B:
7
7 ; b e c a u s e d o n ' t  r e a l l y  know  w h a t  HQ h a s  i n  m i n d .  I f  i d e a l
l e s s  s u p e r v i s o r s ,  t h e n  n o t  t o t a l l y  s u p p o r t i v e .  I f  i t ' s  a c t u a l l y  t o  b e  u s e d  a s  
a  l i n k  b e t w e e n  m a n a g e m e n t  a n d  e m p l o y e e s ,  t h e n  v e r y  s u p p o r t i v e .  B u t ,  i f  i t  i s  
t o  b e  u s e d  a s  a  c o s t - e f f e c t i v e  m e a n s  ( t o  g e t  r i d  o f  s u p e r v i s o r s )  t h e n  n o t  
s u p p o r t  i v e .
O t h e r :
Q: I s  t h e  p r o g r a m  c o s t - e f f e c t i v e ?
A: A t  t h i s  p o i n t ,  n o .  L a s t  y e a r  w e r e  a t  99 p e r c e n t  o p e r a t i n g  e f f i c i e n c y .
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SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW FOR THE CREW CHIEF PROJECT 
CITY: ROCHESTER
1 .  W h a t a r e  y o u r  p o s i t i o n s  i n  t h e  USPS ( a n d  APWU)? ( T i t l e ? )  N o te  i f  p e r s o n  i s  
o n  l o c a l  c r e w  c h i e f  s t e e r i n g  c o m m i t t e e .
T h e  u n i o n  i n t e r v i e w e e s  c o n s i s t e d  o f  a  M a i l  P r o c e s s o r  LSM C l e r k ,  PS 
d i s t r i b u t i o n / w i n d o w  m a r k - u p  c l e r k ,  a  C re w  C h i e f ,  a n d  t h e  APWU P r e s i d e n t .  T h r e e  
w e r e  s t e e r i n g  c o m m i t t e e  m e m b e r s .
M a n a g e m e n t  i n t e r v i e w e e s  c o n s i s t e d  o f  a  p l a n t  m a n a g e r ,  a  SDO, a  Q u a l i t y  
I m p r o v e m e n t  S p e c i a l i s t ,  a n d  a  m a n a g e r  o f  I n - P l a n t  S u p p o r t .  T h r e e  w e r e  m e m b e rs  
o f  t h e  s t e e r i n g  c o m m i t t e e .
2 .  How h a s  t h e  u n io n - m a n a g e m e n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  c h a n g e d  s i n c e  l a s t  y e a r ?
U l :  T h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  h a s  s t a y e d  t h e  s a m e .  T h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  i s  c o n s i d e r e d  p r e t t y  
g o o d .  P r o b l e m s  w i t h  CC c a u s e  s t r a i n s ;  i . e .  u s i n g  CC a s  2 0 4 B ' s .  Now 90% o f  
g r i e v a n c e s  a r e  s e t t l e d  l o c a l l y  a n d  d i s c i p l i n e  i s  w a y  d o w n .
U 2 :  T h e  r e s t r u c t u r i n g  h a s  c a u s e d  m an y  c h a n g e s  i n  m a n a g e m e n t .  New s u p e r v i s o r s
h a v e  n o  k n o w l e d g e  o f  a u t o m a t i o n .  F o r  t h e  m o s t  p a r t ,  t h e r e  a r e  n o  p r o b l e m s .  H ad  
CC t r a i n i n g  s e s s i o n s  w i t h  new  e m p l o y e e s  t r a i n i n g  n e w e r  e m p l o y e e s .  T h i s  c a u s e d  
so m e  d i s o r g a n i z a t i o n .  I t  t o o k  t i m e  t o  d e v e l o p  a  r e p o i r e  w i t h  n e w  s u p e r v i s o r s .
U 3 : T h i n g s  a r e  g o o d  a n d  a r e  i m p r o v i n g .  E m p h a s i s  o n  n e w e r  s t y l e  o f  m a n a g e m e n t
g e t t i n g  b e t t e r ,  e v e n  t h o u g h  i t  t a k e s  t i m e .
U 4 :  H a s  n o t  c h a n g e d  m u c h .  S t i l l  g o o d  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  o v e r a l l .  T h e r e  a r e  so m e  i n
m a n a g e m e n t  t h a t  w i l l  a l w a y s  s e e  r e l a t i o n s  a s  a d v e r s a r i a l .  T h a t  w o n ' t  c h a n g e ,  b u t  
t h e y  w o r k  a r o u n d  i t .
M i s  H a s  g o t t e n  b e t t e r .  T h e r e  i s  m o r e  s t a b i l i t y  a m o n g s t  m a n a g e m e n t .  P e o p l e  k n o w  
w h e r e  m a n a g e m e n t  i s  c o m i n g  f r o m .  Some new u n i o n  s t e w a r d s  a r e  a r o u n d .  T h e y  a r e  
i m p r e s s i o n a b l e .
M 2 :  S t i l l  p r e t t y  m u ch  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  a b o u t  t h e  CC p r o g r a m .  T h e r e  n e e d s  t o  b e
b e t t e r  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  a b o u t  w h a t  t h e  CC p r o g r a m  i s .  T h e r e  i s  a  l o t  o f  r o o m  f o r  
i m p r o v e m e n t .  O r i g i n a l  s u p e r v i s o r s  h a v e  l e f t  a r e a  o r  t o u r .  R e l a t i o n s h i p  i s  s t i l l  
p r e t t y  m u c h  t h e  s a m e .
M 3 :  No r e a l  c h a n g e s .  U n i o n - m a n a g e m e n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  o n  my l e v e l  ( P r e s .  & C h i e f
S t e w a r d s )  i s  v e r y  g o o d .
M 4 :  A g r e e m e n t  - d i s c i p l i n e  w o u l d  n o t  b e  p a r t  o f  a g r e e m e n t  i f  CC i s  i n t e g r a t e d .
H a s  n o t  c h a n g e d  -  p e o p l e  g e t  a l o n g  p r e t t y  w e l l .
3 .  W h a t h a s  c h a n g e d  i n  a u t o m a t i o n  b e c a u s e  o f  t h e  c r e w  c h i e f  p r o g r a m ?
U l :  As a  r e s u l t  o f  t h e  p r o g r a m ,  g r i e v a n c e  r a t e s  a r e  l o w e r ,  a  p o s i t i v e  b u f f e r  h a s  
b e e n  c r e a t e d ,  a n d  CC s e r v e s  a s  a  p e a c e m a k e r .  C a n ' t  g e t  s t r a i g h t  a n s w e r s  o r  
p r o d u c t i v i t y  f i g u r e s  f r o m  m a n a g e m e n t .  CC i s  b l a m e d  w h e n  m a i l  d o e s n ' t  g o  o u t  
r i g h t .
U 2 : A s a  r e s u l t  o f  t h e  p r o g r a m ,  t h e r e  a r e  l e s s  g r i e v a n c e s  a n d  f e w e r  p r o b l e m s
w i t h  i n d i v i d u a l s .  T h e  u n i o n  h a s  p u t  f o r t h  m u ch  e f f o r t .  MPs a n d  CCs h a v e  l e a r n e d  
a b o u t  e a c h  o t h e r  a n d  h a v e  r e a l i z e d  t h a t  CC i s  n o t  a n  e a s y  j o b .  S e e m s  t o  b e  l e s s  
m a i l  p r o c e s s e d  w r o n g .
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5 .  W h a t d o  y o u  t h i n k  h a s  h i n d e r e d  e f f e c t i v e  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  o f  t h e  c r e w  c h i e f  
p r o g r a m  i n  t h i s  s i t e ?
U l s  i n i t i a l  s h o r t  s t a f f i n g ,  k e e p i n g  t h e  s a m e  n u m b e r  o f  s u p e r v i s o r s , a n d  p r o m o t i n g  
CC t o  2 0 4 B ' s  h a s  h i n d e r e d  e f f e c t i v e  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n .  A l s o ,  o n e  CC h a s  b e c o m e  a  
s u p e r v i s o r .
U 2 i  T h e r e  i s  p o o r  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  a m o n g  m a n a g e m e n t .  T h e  m a n a g e m e n t  s i d e  o f  t h e  
s t e e r i n g  c o m m i t t e e  i s  n o t  p r o v i d i n g  i n f o r m a t i o n  t o  t h e  f i r s t - l i n e  s u p e r v i s o r s  i n  
a  t i m e l y  m a n n e r .  A s s i g n m e n t  o f  n e w e r  s u p e r v i s o r s  i s  a  p r o b l e m .  N e w e r  
s u p e r v i s o r s  d o n ' t  u n d e r s t a n d  t h e  p r o g r a m .  T h e r e  s h o u l d  b e  o n e  m e m b e r  o f  e a c h  
s i d e  o f  t h e  s t e e r i n g  c o m m i t t e e  o n  e a c h  t o u r  - t h e y  d o  h a v e  t h i s  n o w .  M o re  
e m p h a s i s  s h o u l d  b e  p l a c e d  o n  t h e  p h i l o s o p h y  a n d  i n t e n t  o f  t h e  p r o g r a m .  T r a i n i n g  
s h o u l d  b e  m o r e  f o r m a l i z e d .  A l l o w i n g  CCs t o  b e c o m e  2 0 4 B s .
D 3 : M o r e  m e e t i n g s  a r e  n e e d e d ,  o n l y  o n e  o r  t w o  a m o n g  m a i l  p r o c e s s o r s .  A l s o ,  n o t  
e n o u g h  e x p l i c a t i o n  o f  d i f f e r e n c e s  b e t w e e n  s u p e r v i s o r s  a n d  C C s .  CC i s  a  l i a i s o n  
a n d  a c t s  a s  a  c r e w  m e m b e r ,  b u t  i s  s e e n  a s  a n o t h e r  l a y e r  o f  m a n a g e m e n t  b e c a u s e  
s u p e r v i s o r s  w e r e  n o t  i n v o l v e d  e n o u g h  ( n o t  a c t i n g  t o  d i s c i p l i n e  p o o r  p e r f o r m e r s )  . 
S u p e r v i s o r s  s h o u l d  k e e p  r o l e  a s  d i s c i p l i n a r i a n ,  b u t  h a s  n o t .  W hen s o m e o n e  g e t s  
d i s c i p l i n e d ,  i t  i s  b e c a u s e  " t h e  CC r a t t e d  o n  m e " .  S h o r t  s t a f f i n g  h a s  b e e n  a  
p r o b l e m  a s  h a s  t h e  p a y  d i f f e r e n t i a l  a n d  l a c k  o f  c o m m u n i c a t i o n .  A l s o ,  m a n a g e m e n t  
a v o i d s  c o n f r o n t a t i o n .
U 4 : D i d n ' t  h i r e  p e o p l e  s p e c i f i c a l l y  f o r  a u t o m a t i o n . "  M o v e d  p e o p l e  a r o u n d  a n d
t h e y  w e r e n ' t  t r a i n e d  s p e c i f i c a l l y  f o r  w h a t  t h e y  d i d  o n  t h e  j o b  - i . e .  LSM p e o p l e  
o n  a u t o m a t i o n  i n a p p r o p r i a t e l y .  M a k e s  CC e n d  u p  t r a i n i n g  p e o p l e .  F u l l  f l e d g e d  
m a i l  p r o c e s s o r s  s e e  CC p r o g r a m  a s  n o t  t o o  b e n e f i c i a l ;  n o t  w h a t  CC p r o g r a m  s h o u l d  
b e .  T h i s  r e s u l t e d  i n  d i s c o u r a g i n g  t h e  CCs b e c a u s e  t h e y  h a d  t o  w o r k  w i t h  
i m p r o p e r l y  t r a i n e d  p e o p l e .
M li  L o c a l  m a n a g e m e n t  s h o u l d  b e  a w a r e  b e f o r e  t h e  u n i o n  e m p l o y e e s  k n o w .  E x t e n d e d  
t o  3 / 3 1 / 9 3  - I  d i d  n o t  e v e n  k n o w .  N e e d  a  l i t t l e  m o r e  l e a d e r s h i p  s k i l l s  t r a i n i n g .
M 2t Som e CCs a r e  b e i n g  u s e d  a s  2 0 4 B s .  O ne CC h a s  b e e n  p r o m o t e d  f r o m  2 0 4 B  t o  
m a n a g e m e n t .  How d o  y o u  t e l l  a  p e r s o n  t h a t  t h e y  c a n ' t  p r o m o t e  t o  a  2 0 4 B  o r  
m a n a g e m e n t  b e c a u s e  t h e y  a r e  a  CC? T h e y  s h o u l d  b e  a b l e  t o  b a c k f i l l .  T h e  p r o g r a m  
c a u s e s  i n s t a b i l i t y .  S t a f f i n g  i s  a  p r o b l e m .  CCs a r e  n o t  a b l e  t o  d o  t r a i n i n g .  
CCs a r e  d o i n g  t o o  m a n y  s u p e r v i s o r y  f u n c t i o n s .
M 3t New u n s k i l l e d ,  u n t e s t e d  s u p e r v i s o r s .  S t a f f  i s  b r a n d  n ew  ( M P s ) .
M4 * P r o p e r  s t a f f i n g  h a s  b e e n  a  h i n d e r a n c e .  I f  t h e r e  h a d  b e e n  p r o p e r  s t a f f i n g ,  
i t  w o u l d  h a v e  b e e n  a  b e t t e r  t e s t .  We d i d  n o t  b a c k f i l l  t o  c o m p e n s a t e  f o r  CCs 
b e i n g  t a k e n  o f f  m a c h i n e s ,  w h i c h  a g g r a v a t e d  t h e  s h o r t a g e  o f  p e o p l e .
6 .  W h a t w o u l d  y o u  s a y  i s  t h e  b e s t  t h i n g  a b o u t  t h e  c r e w  c h i e f  p r o j e c t ?  T h e  w o r s t  
t h i n g ?
BEST
U l j T h e  r e d u c t i o n  i n  d i s c i p l i n e  a n d  r e c u r r i n g  g r i  v a n c e s .
U 2 j E m p o w e r i n g  t h e  APWU e m p l o y e e s .  T h e y  g e t  b e t t e r  k n o w l e d g e  o f  how  a
s u p e r v i s o r y  t y p e  j o b  f u n c t i o n s  (CC) . R e s u l t s  i n  m o r e  e f f i c i e n t  b u s i n e s s
d e c i s i o n s .
U 3 : CCs c a n  m a k e  t h i n g s  h a p p e n . T h e y  c a n  g e t  i n t o  m a n a g e m e n t  l a y e r s  a n d  g e t  
l i s t e n e d  t o .  C r e w s  l i k e  C C s .  T h e  b e n e f i t  o f  t h e  u n e l e c t i o n  p r o c e s s  i s  t o  
r e i n f o r c e  p e o p l e  who a r e  d o i n g  a  g o o d  j o b ,  b u t  a r e  n o t  c e r t a i n .
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XJ3: P r o d u c t i v i t y  i s  u p  - tw o  p a s s  e v e r y t h i n g  t w i c e  now ( t e c h n i c a l  t e r m  f o r  how
m an y  t i m e s  m a i l  i s  r u n  t h r o u g h  m a c h i n e s ) . M o re  m a c h i n e s  a n d  m o r e  m a c h i n e s  
c o m i n g .  CCs g e t  m a i l  w h i c h  k e e p s  o p e r a t o r s  r u n n i n g  m a c h i n e s .
U 4 : R u n s  s m o o t h e r  b e c a u s e  CC i s  c l o s e r  t o  w o r k  t h a n  s u p e r v i s o r s  w e r e .  CCs s h a r e
i n  t h e  w o r k  a n d  h a v e  a  b e t t e r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  i t . P e o p l e  l i k e  t h e  p r o g r a m  f o r  
t h e  m o s t  p a r t  a n d  h a v e  a  g o o d  v i e w  o f  i t .  S t a f f i n g  i s  s t i l l  n o t  q u i t e  a d e q u a t e .  
P e o p l e  a r e  p u t  o n  m a c h i n e s  i n  a  h a p h a z a r d  f a s h i o n  a n d  i n c o n s i s t e n t l y .  T h a t  p u t s  
a  l o a d  o n  t h e  CC i n  t h a t  t h e  CC h a s  t o  i n s t r u c t  p e o p l e  who w e r e  j u s t  p u t  o n  t h e  
m a c h i n e .  T h e r e  i s  a  " p u t  t h e  b o d i e s  o v e r  t h e r e 1' a t t i t u d e  o n  t h e  p a r t  o f  t h e  
s u p e r v i s o r s .
M l : I n i t i a l l y  a  r o u g h  s t a r t  - NO STAFFING. C l e r k s  c a n  now h a n d l e  t e c h n i c a l
d e t a i l s  w i t h  a  b e t t e r  s t a f f i n g .
M 2: CCs h a v e  w o r k l o a d  s h i f t e d  t o  t h e m .  CCs n o t  g i v e n  n o n - C C  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s
b y  s u p e r v i s o r s  - w h e n  t o  a d d  o r  b r i n g  dow n  a  m a c h i n e  s h o u l d  b e  m o r e  o f  a  j o i n t  
d e c i s i o n .  S u p e r v i s o r s  n o t  a s s i s t i n g  CCs t h e  w a y  t h e y  s h o u l d .
M 3: S u p e r v i s o r s  a r e  n o t  t a k i n g  a s  m u ch  o f  a n  i n t e r e s t .  H a v e  g i v e n  CCs t o o  m u ch
d e c i s i o n  m a k i n g .  A l l o w s  s u p e r v i s o r s  t o  g o  a n d  d o  s o m e t h i n g  e l s e .  T h e r e  a r e  n o  
i n c r e a s e s  i n  p r o d u c t i v i t y  o r  t h r o u g h - p u t .  P o s t  o f f i c e s  i n  t h e  a r e a  a r e  n o t  h a p p y  
w i t h  P&D p e r f o r m a n c e  - w o r s e  t h a n  l a s t  y e a r .  T h i s  i s  n o t  r e l a t e d  t o  C C s .
M 4: N o t  m u c h  h a s  c h a n g e d .  W ere  s h o r t  s t a f f e d  i n i t i a l l y  - n o t  a  g o o d  t e s t  y e t .
H a r d  t o  j u d g e  p r o g r a m  w h e n  p l a n t  i s  r u n n i n g  w i t h  f e w e r  p e o p l e .
4 .  I s  t h e  c r e w  c h i e f  p r o g r a m  f u n c t i o n i n g  t h e  w a y  y o u  t h o u g h t  i t  w o u ld ?
U l*  N o ,  I  t h o u g h t  t h a t  t h e  CC w o u l d  h a v e  m o r e  a u t h o r i t y .  A l s o ,  I  t h o u g h t  i t  
w o u l d  r e d u c e  t h e  n u m b e r  o f  s u p e r v i s o r s  b y  50V , h o w e v e r ,  we s t i l l  h a v e  t h e  s a m e  
n u m b e r  o f  s u p e r v i s o r s  i n  t h e  a r e a .  M a n a g e m e n t  p r o m o t e s  CC t o  2 0 4 B ' s .
U 2 : Y e s  i t  i s .  We w e r e  a w a r e  a n d  r e a d y  f o r  t h e  p r o b l e m s  we a r e  now  f a c i n g .
U 3 : N o t  q u i t e  a s  w e l l .  I n t e r n a l  c o m p e t i t i o n  a m o n g  C C s .  CCs g o  t o  s u p e r v i s o r s
t o  r e s o l v e  p r o b l e m s .  S o m e t i m e s  t h e s e  a r e  j u s t  a  f e w  s q u e a k y  w h e e l s  s o
s u p e r v i s o r s  t h i n k  t h a t  t h e  CC p r o g r a m  i s  n o t  w o r k i n g .  P r o b l e m s  a r e  n o t
a d d r e s s e d .  S t e e r i n g  c o m m i t t e e  d o e s  n o t  a d d r e s s  p r o b l e m s ,  a n d  w h e n  t h e y  t r i e d  t o ,  
n o  o n e  w o u l d  m a k e  a  d e c i s i o n  - t o o  b u r e a u c r a t i c .  L a c k  o f  a u t h o r i t y  f o r  s t e e r i n g  
c o m m i t t e e .
U 4 : Y e s ,  b e c a u s e  I  d i d n ' t  b e l i e v e  t h a t  m a n a g e m e n t  w a s  t o t a l l y  b e h i n d  t h e  p r o g r a m  
- t h e y  w e r e n ' t .  ( T h i s  v i e w  i s  s e e n  a s  q u i t e  r e a l i s t i c . )
M l:  I t  i s  f u n c t i o n i n g  a  l i t t l e  b i t  d i f f e r e n t  t h a n  a n t i c i p a t e d .  I n i t i a l  t r a i n i n g
w a s  d i f f i c u l t  -  t h e r e  w e r e  m i s u n d e r s t a n d i n g s :  t o o  m u c h  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o o
q u i c k l y .  I  k n e w  t h e s e  p r o b l e m s  w o u l d  o c c u r .
M 2: F o r  t h e  m o s t  p a r t ,  y e s .  Some CCs a r e  t a k i n g  a d v a n t a g e  o f  i t .  CCs a r e  n o t
w i l l i n g  t o  w o r k  o n  m a c h i n e s .
M 3: N o .  T h e  i d e a  o f  CCs i s  e x c e l l e n t .  I t  m u s t  b e  d o n e  i n  c o n j u n c t i o n  w i t h
m a n a g e m e n t .  M a n a g e m e n t  a n d  CCs a r e  n o t  w o r k i n g  t o g e t h e r .
M 4: Y e s .
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U 4 : E m p l o y e e s  a r e  e m p o w e r e d  a n d  h a v e  m o r e  s k i l l  v a r i e t y .  T h e y  now  u n d e r s t a n d
t h e  j o b  a s  a n  i n t e g r a t e d  p r o c e s s .
M l :  I t  g i v e s  c l e r k s  m o r e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  P o o r  MPs a r e  b e c o m i n g  CCs a n d  u s i n g
t h e i r  t a l e n t s .
M2: I t  a l l o w s  MP t o  h a v e  a  s a y  i n  how t h i n g s  a r e  d o n e .  MPs h a v e  so m e  i n p u t  -
r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i t h  CC. Some MPs l o o k  a t  CC a s  a n o t h e r  l a y e r  o f  m a n a g e m e n t .
M3: C r a f t  i n v o l v e m e n t  - CC.
M4: CCs t a k e  a  l o t  o f  p r i d e  i n  w h a t  t h e y  d o .  T h i s  h a s  s p i l l e d  o v e r  i n t o  t h e  MPs
s o  MPs t a k e  m o r e  p r i d e  i n  t h e i r  w o r k  n o w .
WORST
0 1 :  T h e  CC i d e n t i f i e s  m o r e  w i t h  m a n a g e m e n t  t h a n  w i t h  M Ps.
U 2 :  L a c k  o f  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  a m o n g  m a n a g e r s ,  CCs a n d  e m p l o y e e s .  T h e r e  i s  a  d e l a y
i n  a c t i o n .
0 3 :  T h e r e  a r e  n e g a t i v e  v i b e s  f r o m  p r o b l e m s  t h a t  w e r e  n o t  r e s o l v e d .  N o t  e n o u g h
p e o p l e  t o  c h o o s e  f r o m  a s  CCs i n  t h e  i n i t i a l  s t a r t - u p .  N o t  e n o u g h  r e g u l a r  
e m p l o y e e s .
0 4 :  Som e CCs g o t  t h e  w r o n g  i d e a  a n d  a c t  l i k e  s u p e r v i s o r s  a n d  n o t  g r o u p  l e a d e r s .
M l :  I t  i s  p i t t i n g  p e o p l e  a g a i n s t  e a c h  o t h e r  - CCs f i g h t i n g  w i t h  e a c h  o t h e r .
T h e r e  i s  a  l o t  o f  r e s e n t m e n t .
M2: S t a f f i n g  i s  a  p r o b l e m .  A l s o ,  so m e  a t t i t u d e s  a r e  a  p r o b l e m  -  s o m e  d o n ' t  n e e d
CC ( a s  a n o t h e r  l a y e r  o f  m a n a g e m e n t ) .
M3: T h e  s t a r t  o f  t h e  p r o g r a m  w a s  v e r y  i l l - t i m e d .
M4: I  h a v e n ' t  s e e n  a n y  r e s u l t s  y e t  ( s h o r t  o f  s t a f f  -  h a r d  t o  s a y  i f  p r o g r a m  i s  
r e a l l y  g o o d ) . A l s o  d i s c i p l i n e  i s  a  p r o b l e m .  We w o u l d  h a v e  t o  d i s c i p l i n e  t o  r u n  
o p e r a t i o n s  m o r e  e f f i c i e n t l y ,  t o  r u n  m a c h i n e s  m o r e  e f f e c t i v e l y ,  a n d  h a v e  b e t t e r  
c o n t r o l  o v e r  t h e  m a i l  f l o w .
7 .  Do y o u  t h i n k  t h e  c r e w  c h i e f s  I n  y o u r  f a c i l i t y  w e r e  a d e q u a t e l y  t r a i n e d  t o  
p e r f o r m  t h e i r  n e w  f u n c t i o n ,  b o t h  t e c h n i c a l l y  a n d  I n t e r p e r s o n a l l y ?
U l :  T e c h n i c a l l y  t h e  i n i t i a l  t r a i n i n g  w a s  a d e q u a t e .  R e p l a c e m e n t s  g e t  l e s s
t r a i n i n g ;  2 d a y s  v s .  5 .  I n t e r p e r s o n a l l y ,  r e p l a c e m e n t s  n e e d  m o r e  t r a i n i n g .  Two 
d a y s  o f  t r a i n i n g  i s  n o t  e n o u g h .
U 2 :  T e c h n i c a l l y ,  CCs u n d e r s t a n d  o p e r a t i o n  b e t t e r  t h e n  m o s t  s u p e r v i s o r s .  T h e y
h a v e  b e e n  i n  t h e  a r e a  s o  t r a i n i n g  h a s  n o t  r e a l l y  h e l p e d  t h e m .  I n t e r p e r s o n a l l y ,  
t h e y  d i d n ' t  g e t  a  l o t  o f  t r a i n i n g .  N o n e  o n  b a l a n c i n g  b e t w e e n  b e i n g  a n  MP a n d  a
CC. S h o u l d  s p e n d  m o r e  o n  p h i l o s o p h y  o f  p r o g r a m .
U 3 : T r a i n i n g  w a s  f a i r .  N o t  k n o w i n g  w h a t  t o  e x p e c t  w a s  a  p r o b l e m .  T h i s  m ad e
t r a i n i n g  a  l i t t l e  a m b i g u o u s , -  p e o p l e  d i d  n o t  s e e  how i t  r e l a t e d  s i n c e  t h e  CC
p r o g r a m  w a s  b r a n d  n e w .  T e c h n i c a l  t r a i n i n g  c a n  b e  i m p r o v e d  w i t h  t h e  e x p e r i e n c e .  
I n t e r p e r s o n a l  t r a i n i n g  w a s  f a i r  b u t  c o u l d  i n c l u d e  m o r e  l i s t e n i n g .
U 4 :  O r i g i n a l  CCs w e r e  d o n e  i n  a  l a r g e  g r o u p  s o  t h e y  h a d  m o r e  i n t e r a c t i o n  w i t h
e a c h  o t h e r .  L a t e r  CCs w e r e  n o t  a s  w e l l  t r a i n e d  - t h e y  t o o k  m o r e  o f  a  c r a s h  
p r o g r a m .  S e l e c t i o n  o f  CCs r e s u l t e d  i n  m o s t  h a v i n g  p r e t t y  g o o d  i n t e r p e r s o n a l
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s k i l l s ,  b u t  t h e  t r a i n i n g  f o r  t h o s e  who w e r e n ' t  a s  g o o d  i n  t h i s  a r e a  w e r e  n o t  
h e l p e d  b y  t h e  t r a i n i n g  -  n o  a m o u n t  o f  t r a i n i n g  w o u l d  h e l p  t h e s e  p e o p l e .
M is  T e c h n i c a l l y ,  t h e y  h a v e  t h e  t e c h n i c a l  t r a i n i n g .  I n t e r p e r s o n a l l y ,  y o u  c a n ' t  
r e a l l y  t r a i n  t h e m ,  b u t  c o u l d  u s e  m o r e .
M 2: T h e  CCs h a v e  g o o d  t e c h n i c a l  t r a i n i n g .  M a n a g e m e n t  s h o u l d  s e e  t h a t  t h e y  u s e
t h e i r  t r a i n i n g .  I n  r e g a r d s  t o  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  t r a i n i n g ,  t h e r e  a r e  so m e  c o n f l i c t s .  
A r e g u l a r  c r e w  c o n c e p t  w as  d i s c u s s e d  - we s a w  t h e  l i m i t a t i o n s  t o  t h i s .  T o u r  2 
i s  a  s p e c i a l  s i t u a t i o n  - m o r e  c o m p l e x ,  n e e d  m o r e  t e c h n i c a l  t r a i n i n g .
M 3: I  w o u l d  h o p e  t h a t  t h e y  w e r e  g i v e n  a d e q u a t e  t e c h n i c a l  t r a i n i n g .  We d i d  n o t
d o  e n o u g h  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  t r a i n i n g .  We c o u l d  h a v e  d o n e  m o r e  o n  m o n e y  a n d  t i m e  
i s s u e s .
M 4: T e c h n i c a l l y ,  y e s .  T h e r e  i s  n o  q u e s t i o n  a b o u t  i t .  I n t e r p e r s o n a l l y ,  t h e y  h a v e  
b e e n  t r a i n e d  a s  b e s t  a s  p o s s i b l e .  T h e s e  i s s u e s  a r e  m o r e  a  r e s u l t  o f  PxE 
i n t e r a c t i o n .  As t h e  w o r k  p r o g r e s s e s  o n  t h e  f l o o r ,  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  s k i l l s  m o r e  o r  
l e s s  r e s u l t  f r o m  t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n s .
8 .  O v e r a l l ,  w h a t  p r o p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  c u r r e n t  c r e w  c h i e f s  d o  y o u  t h i n k  a r e  
c o m p e t e n t  t o  p e r f o r m  t h e  c r e w  c h i e f  j o b ?
U l :  90% a r e  c o m p e t e n t ?  o n e  i s  i n  d a n g e r  o f  b e i n g  u n e l e c t e d .  D i f f e r e n c e s  i n
e f f e c t i v e  a n d  i n e f f e c t i v e  C C ' s  s t e m  f r o m  g e t t i n g  a l o n g  w i t h  c o w o r k e r s ,  g a i n i n g  
r e s p e c t  o f  c o w o r k e r s ,  a n d  w o r k i n g  o n  m a c h i n e s .
U 2 : 95% a r e  c o m p e t e n t  a s  f a r  a s  r e a l i z i n g  w h e r e  t h e i r  p r i o r i t i e s  a r e .  S e l e c t i o n
b y  s e n i o r i t y  m ay  m ak e  a  d i f f e r e n c e  b e t w e e n  g o o d  a n d  b a d .  T h e y  n e e d  t o  r e a l i z e  
t h e  i n t e n t  o f  t h e  p r o g r a m  a s  m a n y  o f  t h e m  d o n ' t  s e e  t h i s .
U 3 : 1 00% . Som e a r e  m o r e  c o m p e t e n t ,  b u t  a l l  a r e  a t  l e a s t  g o o d  e n o u g h  a n d  m e e t
e x p e c t a t i o n s .  N e e d  a w a r e n e s s  o f  t h e  m a i l  f l o w  a n d  t h e  w h o l e  s y s t e m .  N e e d  
i n t e r p e r s o n a l  s k i l l s  t o  h a n d l e  p r e s s u r e  b e t t e r .  N e e d  t o  m a k e  c o n t a c t  w i t h  o t h e r  
CCs a s  w e l l  a s  s u p e r v i s o r s  f o r  b e t t e r  c o m m u n i c a t i o n .
U 4 : 80% R e l a t i o n s h i p s  w i t h  c r e w  a n d  m a n a g e m e n t  w e r e  b e t t e r .  B e i n g  a  CC g i v e s
so m e  a u t h o r i t y ,  b u t  n o t  a  s u p e r v i s o r ' s  a u t h o r i t y ,  a n d  t h i s  i s  a  f i n e  l i n e .  
S t a f f i n g  w a s  a n o t h e r  f a c t o r  t h a t  a f f e c t e d  t h e  C C s .  B e t t e r  CCs w e r e  a b l e  t o  c o p e  
w i t h  t h e  u n d e r s t a f f i n g .  T h e y  w o r k e d  w i t h  w h a t  t h e y  h a d  a n d  d e a l t  w i t h  h a v i n g  
u n d e r - t r a i n e d  p e o p l e  o n  t h e i r  m a c h i n e s .
M l :  75% C o o p e r a t i o n  a n d  l a c k  o f  N a p o l e o n  e f f e c t !
M 2: M o s t l y  g o o d .  I  h a v e  m i x e d  f e e l i n g s  a b o u t  t h e  n ew  CC - t h e r e  a r e  a t t e n d a n c e
p r o b l e m s  ( n o t  s e t t i n g  g o o d  e x a m p l e s )  o n  T o u r  1 .  S h y n e s s  i s  a  p r o b l e m .  MPs d o n ' t  
g i v e  n e w  CC a  f a i r  s h o t .
M 3: 80% E f f e c t i v e  CCs h a v e  t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  g e t  a l o n g  w i t h  b o t h  m a n a g e m e n t  a n d
e m p l o y e e s  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  g e t t i n g  t h e  j o b  d o n e .  S u p e r v i s o r s  n e e d  t o  s p e l l  o u t
m o r e  d i r e c t l y  w h a t  n e e d s  t o  b e  d o n e  t o  i n e f f e c t i v e  C C s .
M 4: 80% a r e  c o m p e t e n t .  T h i n g s  t h a t  s e p a r a t e  t h e m  a r e  m o t i v a t i o n  a n d  t h e  a b i l i t y  
t o  m o t i v a t e :  S how  p e o p l e  t h e y  c a r e  a n d  a r e  i n t e r e s t e d .  H a v e  b e t t e r  l e a d e r s h i p .
H e l p  o u t  w i t h  w o r k  a n d  m a i l  f l o w .
9 .  Do t h e  c r e w  c h i e f s  i n  y o u r  f a c i l i t y  s p e n d  t i m e  o n  t h e  m a c h i n e s ?
U l :  O v e r a l l  C C ' s  w o r k  o n  t h e  m a c h i n e s  - o n e s  t h a t  d o n ' t  g e t  u n e l e c t e d  d o .
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U 2 : Y e s  t h e y  d o  s p e n d  t i m e  o n  t h e  m a c h i n e s .  E m p l o y e e s  f e e l  t h a t  CCs m ay  n o t  b e
w o r k i n g  w h e n  t h e y  a r e  n o t  o n  t h e  m a c h i n e s .  T h e y  s p e n d  a s  m u ch  t i m e  a s  t h e y  c a n  
o n  t h e  m a c h i n e s  e s p e c i a l l y  w h en  o t h e r s  n e e d  t o  u s e  t h e  b a t h r o o m  o r  a r e  t a k i n g  
l u n c h  b r e a k s .
0 3 :  M o re  now  t h a n  b e f o r e .  S t a f f i n g  w as  a  b i g  d o w n f a l l .  CCs h a d  t o  g e t  m a i l ,
b u t  now  t h e y  c a n  w o r k  o n  m a c h i n e s  m o r e .
t J4 :  No, b e c a u s e  i f  t h e y  a r e  n o t  f u l l y  s t a f f e d ,  t h e y  h a v e  t o  m ove  m a i l  i n s t e a d
o f  t h e  m a i l  h a n d l e r s  d o i n g  i t ,  a s  i f  i s  s u p p o s e d  t o  w o r k .  I f  t h e y  w e r e  p r o p e r l y
s t a f f e d ,  t h e y  c o u l d  w o r k  o n  m a c h i n e s .
M l: N o t  a s  m u ch  a s  i s  s u p p o s e d  t o  b e .  T h i s  i s  m a n a g e m e n t ' s  f a u l t .  T h e r e  a r e
n o  m a i l  h a n d l e r s  - 1 p e r s o n  t o  c o v e r  9 m a c h i n e s .  D o n ' t  c o v e r  f o r  b r e a k s  u n l e s s
y o u  t e l l  t h e m  s o .
M2: Some t o u r s  a r e  s p e n d i n g  m o re  t h a n  o t h e r s .  T o u r  1 h a s  t h e  l e a s t ,  c a u s e d  b y
s t a f f i n g  p r o b l e m s  - t h e y  h a v e  t o  g e t  m a i l  o u t .  T o u r  2 s p e n d s  t h e  m o s t .  A c t u a l l y  
r u n n i n g  m a i l  a n d  c o v e r i n g  b r e a k s .
M3: Y e s .  CCs a r e  g e t t i n g  a n d  o b t a i n i n g  m a i l ,  c o v e r i n g  r e s t r o o m  b r e a k s ,  a n d  h a v e
o t h e r  r e a s o n s  f o r  s t e p p i n g  i n  f o r  a  f e w  m i n u t e s .
M 4: S o m e t i m e s .  M o re  b e f o r e ,  l e s s  i n  t h e  f u t u r e  b e c a u s e  o f  s t a f f i n g  s h o r t a g e s .
PROBE Do t h e y  s p e n d  a n  a p p r o p r i a t e  a m o u n t  o f  t i m e  o n  t h e  m a c h i n e s ?  ( t o o  m u c h / t o o  
l i t t l e )
U l :  T h e y  s p e n d  t o o  l i t t l e  t i m e  o n  t h e  m a c h i n e s .  A s a  r e s u l t ,  e m p l o y e e s  w o n ' t
b u y  t h e  p r o g r a m .
U 2 : F o r  t h e  m o s t  p a r t ,  t h e  a m o u n t  o f  t i m e  t h e y  s p e n d  o n  t h e  m a c h i n e s  i s
a p p r o p r i a t e .  Som e c o m p l a i n t s  h a v e  c e a s e d .
0 3 :  An a p p r o p r i a t e  a m o u n t  o f  t i m e .  T h e y  know  w h e n  a n d  w h e r e  t o  j u m p  i n .
0 4 :  Some d o ,  so m e  d o n ' t .  Some d o  n o t  w o r k  a s  m a n y  h o u r s  o n  t h e  m a c h i n e s  a s  t h e y
s h o u l d .  CCs a r e  g i v e n  o t h e r  j o b s  t o  d o  -  m o v i n g  m a i l  a n d  CC a l s o  i s  f o r c e d  t o  
r e s o l v e  p e r s o n a l i t y  c o n f l i c t s .  CCs s h o u l d  n o t  d o  e i t h e r  o f  t h o s e  t h i n g s .  A l s o ,  
CCs m i g h t  f o r g e t  t h a t  25% o f  t h e  t i m e  i s  s u p p o s e d  t o  b e  o n  t h e  m a c h i n e s .
M l:  1 h o u r  a  d a y  a t  m o s t .
M 2: T o u r  1 s h o u l d  s p e n d  m o r e  t i m e  o n  t h e  m a c h i n e s .  T h e y  a r e  d o i n g  t o o  m a n y
s u p e r v i s o r y - r e l a t e d  a n d  M a i l - h a n d l e r  t y p e  f u n c t i o n s .
M 3: Y e s .  25% o f  t h e  t i m e  o n  t h e  s h i f t  (2 H o u r s )  i s  s p e n t  o n  t h e  m a c h i n e s .
M 4: Y e s ,  w h e n  i t  w a s  n e e d e d ,  t h e y  h e l p e d  o u t .  T h e  a m o u n t  o f  t i m e  w a s
a p p r o p r i a t e .
1 0 .  F o r  e a c h  m a a t i n g  b a l o w ,  f i n d  o u t  f r e q u e n c y ,  f o r m a l n e s s ,  p u r p o s e ,  a n d  w h a t  
i s  d i s c u s s e d / a c c o m p l i s h e d ?
A . Do t h e  c r a w  c h i e f s  h a v e  m e e t i n g s  am o n g  t h e m s e l v e s ?
0 1 :  Y e s  t h e y  h a v e  m e e t i n g s  b u t  n o t  o f t e n  e n o u g h .  T h e r e  i s  a  1 / 2  h o u r  o v e r l a p
i n  t o u r s  t o  m a k e  s u r e  e a c h  i s  s e t  u p ,  b u t  m e e t i n g s  w i t h i n  t h e  t o u r  a r e  o n l y  o n c e  
a  m o n t h .  T h e r e  i s  a  l a c k  o f  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  b e t w e e n  t o u r s .
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U 2 : On Che  f l o o r ,  i m p r o m p t u  m e e t i n g s  a r e  t h e  n o r m .  T h e  1 / 2  h o u r  o v e r l a p  i n
t o u r s  i s  u s e d  t o  d i s c u s s  w h a t  i s  g o i n g  o n  t h a t  d a y .
0 3 s  M ot f o r  m o n t h s .  M ay b e  6 i n  t h e  b e g i n n i n g .  T h e  m e e t i n g s  a r e  i n f o r m a l  a n d  
a r e  t o  d i s c u s s  w h a t  t o  d o  w i t h  m a i l  a n d  o t h e r  t e c h n i c a l  i s s u e s .  N e e d  m o r e  
m e e t i n g s .  N e e d  t o  g e t  o u t  i n f o r m a t i o n  o n  m a i l  f l o w  p r o b l e m s .
0 4  s N o . . .
M 2 : N o t  r e g u l a r l y .  T h e r e  i s  o n e  w i t h  a l l  t h r e e  t o u r s .  S t r e s s e d  m o r e
c o m m u n i c a t i o n  e a r l y  o n  ( " H e r e  i s  w h a t  y o u  a r e  f a c i n g " )  - t h i s  h a s  t a p e r e d  o f f .  
M e e t i n g s  s h o u l d  b e  h a p p e n i n g  m o r e .
M 4 : Y e s ,  i n t r a - t o u r  m o r e  t h a n  i n t e r - t o u r  -  w i t h  s u p e r v i s o r s  t h e r e  a l s o .  T h e
f r e q u e n c y  i s  a b o u t  o n c e  a  w e e k  f o r  t h e  i n t r a - t o u r  a n d  o n c e  a  m o n t h  f o r  t h e  i n t e r ­
t o u r .  T h e s e  m e e t i n g s  a r e  m o r e  i n f o r m a l ,  b u t  h a v e  m e t  r e l a t i v e l y  r e g u l a r l y  t o  
d i s c u s s  i s s u e s  o f  m a i l  f l o w ,  s t a f f i n g  - p e r m a n e n t  t e a m s  w i t h  C C s ,  o r  m o v e  CCs a n d  
c r e w s  a r o u n d .
B . Do t h e  c r e w  c h i e f s  h a v e  m e e t i n g s  w i t h  t h e  s u p e r v i s o r s ?
U l :  Y e s ,  t h e r e  a r e  so m e  f o r m a l  m e e t i n g s  w h e r e  s u p e r v i s o r s  w i l l  b r i n g  a l l  CCs i n
t o  t a l k .  A t  t h e  m e e t i n g s  t h e y  s h o u l d  d i s c u s s  s p e c i a l  p r o b l e m s  w i t h  t h e  m a i l .  
I n  t h e  f u t u r e ,  a  u n i o n  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  s h o u l d  b e  i n c l u d e d  - n o n e  h a v e  b e e n  i n  t h e  
p a s t .
U 2 : On t h e  f l o o r ,  i m p r o m p t u  m e e t i n g s  a r e  t h e  n o r m .  N o t h i n g  i s  p l a n n e d
r e g u l a r l y .
U 3 : N o ,  o n c e  i n  a w h i l e  o r  t h e y  m ay  s p e a k  i n  p a s s i n g .
U 4 :  Y e s .  T h e s e  m e e t i n g s  a r e  i n f o r m a l .  I t  i s  h a r d  t o  s a y  w h a t  t h e y  d i s c u s s .
M 2 :  T o u r  o n e  w i l l  g o  o n e  o n  o n e .  I  am n o t  a w a r e  o f  a n y  f o r m a l  m e e t i n g s .  T h e r e
a r e  so m e  p o l i t i c a l  p r o b l e m s .  N e e d  m o r e  c o m m u n i c a t i o n .
M 4 : T h e  m e e t i n g s  i n c l u d e d  CCs a s  w e l l  a s  s u p e r v i s o r s .
C . Do t h e  c r e w  c h i e f s  m e e t  w i t h  t h e  l o c a l  s t e e r i n g  c o m m i t t e e ?
Ul: Y e s ,  b u t  n o t  o f t e n  e n o u g h .  T h e r e  h a v e  b e e n  t w o  m e e t i n g s  i n  t h e  l a s t  e i g h t
m o n t h s  - o n e  a t  t h e  b e g i n n i n g  a n d  o n e  l a s t  w e e k .  T h e y  n e e d  t o  d i s c u s s  C h r i s t m a s  
p l a n n i n g  a n d  2 0 4 B  p r o b l e m s .
U 2 :  O ne  m e e t i n g  w a s  h e l d  r e c e n t l y  t h a t  h a d  b e e n  p l a n n e d  b y  t h e  s t e e r i n g
c o m m i t t e e .  M a n a g e m e n t  h a d  a n  a g e n d a  a n d  i r o n e d  so m e  t h i n g s  o u t ,  s u c h  a s
u n e l e c t i o n  a n d  b l o w n  d i s p a t c h e s ,  h o w e v e r ,  t h i s  w a s  d o n e  t o o  l a t e .
U 3 : O n c e , t w o  w e e k s  a g o .
U 4 :  O ne  o f  t h e  CCs i s  o n  t h e  s t e e r i n g  c o m m i t t e e ,  s o  p r o b a b l y  d i s c u s s e s  i s s u e s
w i t h  CCs a f t e r  t h e  SC m e e t s .  L a s t  w e e k  t h e r e  w a s  o n e  S T /C C  m e e t i n g .  I t  w a s
f o r m a l ,  w i t h  s u p e r v i s o r s  t h e r e .  (1 m e e t i n g  a t  10  pm, 1 m e e t i n g  a t  m i d n i g h t . )
M2: NO.
M4: CCs m e t  w i t h  t h e  S t e e r i n g  C o m m i t t e e  i n  a  s e p a r a t e  m e e t i n g ,  o n c e  e v e r y  t w o
m o n t h s ,  c o m p a r e d  t o  m e e t i n g s  d e s c r i b e d  a b o v e ,  t h e y  w e r e  m o r e  f o r m a l ,  w i t h  s e t
t i m e s ,  a g e n d a s ,  a n d  i s s u e s  t o  d i s c u s s .
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D . Do t h e  c r e w  c h i e f s  h a v e  m e e t i n g s  w i t h  t h e i r  c r e w  m e m b e rs ?
U l :  T h e y  h a v e  h a d  s o m e ,  b u t  i  d o n ' t  know  how r e g u l a r l y .
U 2 : D u r i n g  t h e  t o u r ,  d a i l y  p r o b l e m s  a r e  a d d r e s s e d  o n  t h e  f l o o r .
U 3 : N o t  a t  a l l .  CCs h a v e  n o  a u t h o r i t y  t o  s c h e d u l e  s o m e t h i n g  l i k e  t h a t .  
U 4 « N o .
M 2: N o t  a s  f a r  a s  X k n o w .  T h e r e  a r e  o n e  t o  o n e  m e e t i n g s .
M 4: C a n ' t  s a y .
E . A re  t h e i r  a n y  o t h e r  m e e t i n g s  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  c r e w  c h i e f  p r o g r a m ?
U 2 i S a f e t y  m e e t i n g s  a r e  h e l d .  T h e s e  a r e  h e l p f u l .
U 3 : N o .
U 4 : N o .
M 2: N o .
M 4: N o .
1 1 .  A r e  c h i e f s  a s s i g n e d  t o  a  r e g u l a r  c r e w  o r  d o  t h e y  h a v e  d i f f e r e n t  c r e w  
m e m b e rs  e a c h  d a y ?  (PROBE, HOW SHOULD THEY BE ORGANIZED?)
U l :  A t  f i r s t  i t  w a s  n o t  s e t  i n  a  p a t t e r n .  I n  S e p t e m b e r ,  NTF ( N a t i o n a l  T a s k
F o r c e )  s u g g e s t e d  a  r e g u l a r  c r e w  a s s i g n m e n t ,  b u t  CCs w e r e  a g a i n s t  i t  b e c a u s e  so m e 
CCs m i g h t  g e t  t h e  b e s t / w o r s t  p e o p l e .  CCs s h o u l d  b e  a b l e  t o  w o r k  w i t h  a n y b o d y .  
CCs p r e f e r r e d  a  r o t a t i n g  p l a n  t o  a  s e t ,  r e g u l a r  c r e w ,  a n d  d e c i d e d  t o  s t a y  w i t h  
t h e  r o t a t i o n  i n s t e a d  o f  g o i n g  w i t h  t h e  r e g u l a r  c r e w  i d e a  s u g g e s t e d  b y  t h e  NTF.
M 2: I t  i s  d i f f e r e n t  e a c h  d a y .  T h i s  i s  t h e  b e s t  w a y  t o  g o .
M 4: T h e y  r o t a t e .  G e t  d e t a i l s  f r o m  s o m e o n e  c l o s e r  t o  t h e  s h o p  f l o o r .
1 2 .  Do t h e  sa m e  p e o p l e  w o r k  t o g e t h e r  r e g u l a r l y  i n  t h e  OCR/BCS/DBCS u n i t ?  A l l  
t h r e e  t o u r s ?  D e s c r i b e  ho w  t h e y  a r e  o r g a n i z e d .
U l :  T h e y  r o t a t e  m a c h i n e s  s o  t h e y  a r e n ' t  a l w a y s  o n  t h e  s a m e  m a c h i n e s .  I f  t h e y
h a v e  OCR o n e  d a y ,  t h e  n e x t  d a y  t h e  w o u l d  h a v e  BCS. One  CC f o r  6 e m p l o y e e s ,  w h i c h  
i s  f o r  3 m a c h i n e s .  To b r e a k  i t  d o w n ,  2 e m p l o y e e s  p e r  m a c h i n e  a n d  o n e  CC f o r  a l l  
3 m a c h i n e s .  T h i s  i s  a  t o t a l  o f  7 p e o p l e  t o  3 m a c h i n e s .
M 2: N o ,  t h e y  a r e  r o t a t e d  i n d i v i d u a l l y .  T h e y  a r e  n o t  t i e d  t o  t h e  s a m e  p a r t n e r s .
A l l  t h r e e  t o u r s  a r e  t h e  s a m e .
M 4: T h e y  r o t a t e .  G e t  d e t a i l s  f r o m  s o m e o n e  c l o s e r  t o  t h e  s h o p  f l o o r .
1 3 .  How a r e  c r e w  c h i e f s  o r g a n i z e d  t o  c o v e r  t h e  7 d a y  a  w e e k  o p e r a t i o n ?  ( P r o b e ,  
h o w  h a s  t h a t  w o r k e d  o u t ? ;  w h a t  w o u ld  y o u  re c o m m e n d ? )
U l :  B i d  CCs o n  t o u r s  3 a n d  1 f u l l  t i m e .  S a t / S u n .  S u n / M o n .  F r i / S a t . T h r e e
p o s i t i o n s  a r e  f u l l  t i m e .  R e l i e f  k e p t  t h e i r  d a y s  o f f  f r o m  t h e  o r i g i n a l  s c h e d u l e .  
T h e  r e s u l t  i s  t h a t  t h e r e  w o u l d  n e v e r  b e  a l l  r e l i e f  CCs o n  a n y  g i v e n  d a y .  T h e  d a y  
t o u r ,  2 ,  i s  6 d a y .  R e g u l a r  CC h a d  S a t / S u n ,  r e l i e f  h a d  S u n / M o n .
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M 2: O r i g i n a l l y ,  t h e y  h a d  c e r t a i n  d a y s  o f f .  Now i t  i s  m i x e d  - s o m e  r e g u l a r  CCs
w o r k  o n  t h e  w e e k e n d s .
M 4: T h e r e  a r e  p e r m a n e n t  a n d  b a c k - u p s .  G e t  d e t a i l s  f r o m  s o m e o n e  c l o s e r  t o  t h e
s h o p  f l o o r .
1 4 .  I f  t h e  c r e w  c h i e f  p r o g r a m  i s  m a d e  p e r m a n e n t ,  w h a t  c h a n g e s  w o u l d  y o u  s u g g e s t ?
0 1 :  A p a y  d i f f e r e n t i a l  h a s  t o  b e  a d d r e s s e d .  O ne  l e v e l  i s  n o t  e n o u g h .  T h i s  i s
a l s o  t r u e  f o r  o t h e r  p o s i t i o n s .  F o r  e x a m p l e ,  T 6 s  r u n  w in d o w  a n d  n e e d  a  b i g g e r  p a y  
d i f f e r e n t i a l .  F o r  e x a m p l e ,  $ 0 . 3 0  p e r  h o u r  m o r e  c o u l d  e a s i l y  m a k e  t h i s  u p  o n  
o v e r t i m e  w i t h  l i t t l e  p r o b l e m .  A t r a i n i n g  m in im u m  o f  o n e  w e e k  s h o u l d  b e  
i m p l e m e n t e d .  Two w e e k s  w o u l d  b e  b e t t e r , -  o n e  w e e k  o f  t e c h n i c a l / 0 3 ,  a n d  o n e  w e e k  
o f  i n t e r p e r s o n a l / w o r k s h o p .  U n e l e c t i o n  p r o c e d u r e  s h o u l d  b e  6 m o n t h s / 1 2  m o n t h s  
i n s t e a d  o f  e v e r y  90 d a y s .  A b e t t e r  p l a n  w o u l d  b e  t o  h a v e  90 d a y s  a f t e r  12 
m o n t h s .
0 2 :  C h a n g e s  i n c l u d e  b e t t e r  c o m m u n i c a t i o n ,  w e e k l y  m e e t i n g s  f o r  t h o s e  m o s t
i n v o l v e d ,  m o n t h l y  s t e e r i n g  c o m m i t t e e  m e e t i n g s  a n d  b e t t e r  f i n a n c i a l  i n c e n t i v e s .  
T h e y  c o u l d  t r y  t o  g e t  b e t t e r  p e o p l e  v i a  a  d i f f e r e n t  s e l e c t i o n  p r o c e s s .
0 3 :  T h e r e  s h o u l d  b e  a  p e r m a n e n t  s c h e d u l e ,  w i t h  r o t a t i o n  b e i n g  p e r m a n e n t .
S u p e r v i s o r s  s h o u l d  b e  i n  c h a r g e  o f  C C s .  N e e d  s u p p o r t  f r o m  m a n a g e m e n t  f o r  CCs 
i n c l u d i n g  a  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  r o l e s .  S u p e r v i s o r s  n e e d  t o  h a n d l e  d i s c i p l i n e .
0 4 :  O r i g i n a l l y ,  t h e r e  w a s  s u p p o s e d  t o  b e  1 a u t o m a t i o n  s u p e r v i s o r  t o  r e p o r t  t o .
I n s t e a d ,  t h e r e  a r e  2 0 4 B s  t h a t  d i d  a  l o t  o f  t h i n g s  t h e  CCs w e r e  s u p p o s e d  t o  d o ,  
w h i c h  c a u s e d  a  l o t  o f  p r o b l e m s  f o r  t h e  C C s .  S h o u l d  n o t  u s e  CCs p o s i t i o n  a s  a  w a y  
t o  g e t  t o  2 0 4 B s . T h e  o r i g i n a l  p l a n  w o u l d  w o r k  b e t t e r .  A s  i t  i s  n o w ,  t h e  CC e n d s  
u p  t r a i n i n g  t h e  2 0 4 B  b e c a u s e  t h e  2 0 4 B  i s n ' t  f u l l y  k n o w l e d g e a b l e .  N e e d  t o  s t a f f  
p e o p l e  m o r e  c o n s i s t e n t l y  s o  t h a t  CCs d o n ' t  h a v e  s o  m u c h  t r a i n i n g  t o  d o .  T h e r e  
i s  n o t  e n o u g h  c o o p e r a t i o n  f r o m  m a n a g e m e n t  r e g a r d i n g  s t a f f i n g .  P a y  n e e d s  t o  b e  
h i g h e r  f o r  CCs - t h e r e  i s  a  l o t  o f  a g g r a v a t i o n  f o r  l i t t l e  c o m p e n s a t i o n .
M l :  C h a n g e s  s u g g e s t e d  a r e  d i f f e r e n t  s e l e c t i o n s ,  t a k i n g  a  l o o k  a t  r e c o r d s ,
d e c i d i n g  who c a n  l e a d ,  a n d  s e l e c t i o n  o n  m e r i t  -  n o t  s e n i o r i t y .  C l i q u e s  a r e  a  
p r o b l e m  w h e n  u s i n g  f r i e n d s  t o  l e a d  f r i e n d s .
M 2: N e e d  t o  t a k e  a  h a r d  l o o k  a t  how p r o g r a m  s h o u l d  g o .  N e e d  m o r e  s t a n d a r d i z e d
t r a i n i n g .  N e e d  b e t t e r  s t a f f i n g .  T h i s  h a s  b e e n  a  p r o b l e m  f r o m  t h e  s t a r t .  I t  i s  
w o r s e  o n  so m e  t o u r s  b u t  s h o u l d  g e t  b e t t e r  s o o n .  We n e e d  t o  s t a b i l i z e  s t a f f i n g .
M 3: F i r s t ,  s u p e r v i s o r s  s h o u l d  b e  t r a i n e d  i n  a u t o m a t i o n  o n  how  t o  w o r k  w i t h  t h e
CC p r o g r a m  ( i . e .  w h a t  i t  i s ) .
M 4: N e e d  t h e  b e s t  q u a l i f i e d  r e g a r d l e s s  o f  s e n i o r i t y ,  n e e d  p e o p l e  w i t h  t h e  b e s t
l e a d e r s h i p  s k i l l s ,  m o s t  r e s p e c t e d  b y  t h e  p e o p l e  t h e y  w o r k  w i t h .  T h r e e  k e y  i s s u e s  
o f  q u a l i f i c a t i o n  a r e :  a t t e n d a n c e ;  p r o d u c t i v i t y ;  a b i l i t y  t o  o r g a n i z e  p e o p l e ,  a n d  
w o r k  w i t h  t e a m s  e f f e c t i v e l y .
1 5 .  On a  10-point s c a l e  (with 1 0  b e i n g  extremely supportive), how Bupportive o f  
the c r e w  chief project are you:
A . A s i t  c u r r e n t l y  e x i s t s ? , -  B .  A s i t  c o u l d  f u n c t i o n  i d e a l l y ?
01: A: 7  B: 10
02: A: 10  B: 10
0 3 :  A :  8 B: 10  ;
0 4 :  A : 5 B :  10
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SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW FOR THE CREW CHIEF PROJECT 
CITY: ROYAL OAK
1. what are your positions in the USPS (and APWU)? (Title?) Note if person is on local 
crew chief steering committee.
Union consisted of Executive VP of union, 2 steering committee members, 2 union stewrds, 
an MP ana an LSM scheme^clerk. Management consisted of 2 MDOs and a manager of in-plant 
support. There win nnn,“Steering committe member/from management.
2. How has the union-management relationship changed since last year? (For union and Ml,
question focused on reorganization)
Jl: It has established one manager for the facility who reports to Chicago. We used to
r.ave superintendents and general supervisor, now MDO (Manager of Distribution and 
Operations. They want to split the bid to try to restrict mobility. Staffing is 
supposed to be beefed up but there is still shortage. T.E. aren't committed to the Post 
Office. We have somebody (the plant manager) who is interested in the plant We are 
working up to 60 hours per week because of the shortages.
U2: Very little. It didn't affect us in terms of staffing. It just gave new titles to 
people. I don's think it accomplished the goals they wanted.
U3: No great effect. No fewer supervisors than before, just gave them new titles. 
Reorganizing has nothing to do with the changes at Royal Oak.
Ml: It eliminated a level of supervision. It has eliminated the number of line 
supervisors, so ratio of supervisor to employees is lower. Plant manager has been given 
complete authority. Supervisor staffing affected; we have 45% vacancy rates. We lost 
less than 10 employees in early retirement. Other offices have lost more employees. 
Everybody is trying to hire so it makes it harder for us to hire. Emphasis is off of 
budget to productivity, service and employee commitment.
M2: M2 not there then. Seems the same, not bad. ... .
M3: Union representatives and mgt now talk. We communicate well; sometimes we agree, 
sometimes we disagree, but this method has not reached the floor to the supervisors and 
MPs.
3. what has changed in automation because of the crew chief program?
Ul: I think MPs like having more responsibilities. Changes in safety issues, they have 
input into problems. They have a source to take it to, that is the steering committee. 
Make jobs easier, makes mail flow better. We are having problems with the unelection 
process. There were things about the unelection process. Some think T.E. shouldn't 
vote. Some think only votes of those voting should be used.
U2: In the PDC (Processing and Distribution center), people are more aware of the 
function of automation. I think they (MPs) are of issues. More issues have been 
brought to light. It depends on people (MP, CC, supervisors and MDO) There have been a 
lot of positives. People say there are negatives, but these were in existence before.
It has been of real value. New people are discussing new issues.
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t J4 :  G e n e r a l  S u g g e s t i o n :  S u p e r v i s o r s  s a y  t h a t  t h e y  a r e  s h o r t  s t a f f e d ,  b u t  w e r e
n o t  b e f o r e .  Why d i d n ' t  t h e y  s a y  t h e y  w e r e  s h o r t  b e f o r e  t h e  i n c e p t i o n  o f  t h e
p r o g r a m ?
MX: A: 7 B: 10
M2:  A: 5 B: 8
M3:  A: 7 . 5
M 4 : A: 5 B: 5
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SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW FOR THE CREW CHIEF PROJECT 
CITY: ROYAL OAK
1. What are your positions in the USPS (and APWU)? (Title?) Note if person is on local 
crew chief steering committee.
,'nion consisted of Executive VP of union, 2 steering committee members, 2 union stewrds, 
an MP ano an LSM scheme„clerk. Management consisted of 2 MDOs and a manager of in-plant 
jupport. There wee— aas"Steering committe member/from management.
2. How has the union-management relationship changed since last year? (For union and Ml, 
question focused on reorganization)
Ul: It has established one manager for the facility who reports to Chicago. We used to
,-.ave superintendents and general supervisor, now MDO (Manager of Distribution and 
Operations. They want to split the bid to try to restrict mobility. Staffing is 
supposed to be beefed up but there is still shortage. T.E. aren't committed to the Post 
Office. We have somebody (the plant manager) who is interested in the plant We are 
working up to 60 hours per week because of the shortages.
U2: Very little. It didn't affect us in terms of staffing. It just gave new titles to 
people. I don's think it accomplished the goals they wanted.
U3: No great effect. No fewer supervisors than before, just gave them new titles. 
Reorganizing has nothing to do with the changes at Royal Oak.
Ml: It eliminated a level of supervision. It has eliminated the number of line 
supervisors, so ratio of supervisor to employees is lower. Plant manager has been given 
complete authority. Supervisor staffing affected; we have 45% vacancy rates. We lost 
less than 10 employees in early retirement. Other offices have lost more employees. 
Everybody is trying to hire so it makes it harder for us to hire. Emphasis is off of 
budget to productivity, service and employee commitment.
M2: M2 not there then. Seems the same, not bad.
M3: Union representatives and mgt now talk. We communicate well; sometimes we agree, 
sometimes we disagree, but this method has not reached the floor to the supervisors and 
MPs.
3. What has changed in automation because of the crew chief program?
Ul: I think MPs like having more responsibilities. Changes in safety issues, they have 
input into problems. They have a source to take it to, that is the steering committee. 
Make jobs easier, makes mail flow better. We are having problems with the unelection 
process. There were things about the unelection process. Some think T.E. shouldn't 
vote. Some think only votes of those voting should be used.
U2: In the PDC (Processing and Distribution Center), people are more aware of the 
function of automation. 1 think they (MPs) are of issues. More issues have been 
brought to light. It depends on people (MP, CC, supervisors and MDO) There have been a 
lot of positives. People say there are negatives, but these were in existence before.
It has been of real value. New people are discussing new issues.
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;3: Increased safety, helped people to talk to each other, communicate with people other 
than supervisors and sometimes have more input. There were some initial negative 
reactions but it will get better.
Mis Real changes. Any issue an employee wants to bring up cets addressed in steering 
committee. Employees now have input. MPs see CC as another layer between them and 
supervisor; they see them as lower level supervisor.
M2: Less account on part of CC and MP to maintain production goals. Held less 
accountable. Not meeting goals. Worse since CC started. Line managers, not 
responsible for production since CC program began. Goals cause unfriendly atmosphere.
M3s We have been able to better staff and schedule because of their input. They are 
scheduled to help the mail flow. There are no grievances because the steering committee 
has been able to hear everything. The time spent is an investment for the future. 
Perhaps the CCs are doing about two hours daily on machines.
4. Is the crew chief program functioning the way you thought it would?
'Jl: No, some managers aren't letting program function as it should. All in all with
aggressive and assertive CC and good supervisor, it works well. For the most part its 
working well. It's hard having all these meetings, the time spent in them.
U2: Tes and no. A lot of expectations were met. A lot were not. Unmet expectations
have to do with time and effort. Union and management didn't put in the effort
necessary. The program is a communications program, you can make as much effort or as 
little as possible but it does need more.
U3: Tes, but not like I would like. Supervisors harass the crew chiefs less (because 
they are scared of losing their authority) Getting the right crew chief is difficult 
because the authority goes to their heads. There has been more input from the 
employees. They keep up with the weekly service meeting. There are follow-ups on 
employee's requests.
Ml: I don't think it's the way I envisioned it. I thought employees would be more 
empowered. They (MPs) aren't more committed. The CCs are empowered. The steering 
committee reviews what employees said. Employees use steering committee rather than 
file grievances. That way they can get an issue with a supervisor heard.
M2: No. Again, there is an accountability problem. Employees not taking charge.
M3: I think it is going along OK. For example, an MP is not working, supervisor leaves 
it up to the CC to correct, CC leaves it up to the supervisor. Somebody needs to do it. 
They need to learn to do it together. We will try to encourage cc and supervisor to 
work together.
5. What do you think has hindered effective implementation of the crew chief program in 
this site? (General question first, then probe for specific answers)
Ul: I see supervisor as a barrier. I see steering committee having problems getting 
together to meet. Some people view CC as another barrier, in those cases, the wrong 
person is in the position. I think in some cases they try to pit CC against employee.
U2: Lack of organization from day 1. Just trying to introduce it. Change is hard 
enough to introduce, more so if you aren't organized. Bureaucracy and org??
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Reorganization affected CC program negatively because attention went to reorganization 
instead of CC program. Reorganization is a big thing, CC is a little thing.
'.'3: Management as a whole. :;ot giving respect to crew chief. Meed to work with them. 
There is a power struggle between crew chiefs and supervisors.
Ml: Initially, people trying to understand roles. Understanding by CC of their roles.
The staffing shortage makes it difficult. I wonder if we oversold the program as an
instant operation instead of evolving over time. We shouid meet MP in groups, MPs don't 
.mow wnat is going on in meeting when I meet with CC.
M2: Selection should not be based on seniority. Elections should be held. ’Jnelections 
are a negative way of getting rid of people. Some groups vote out CC continuously.
M3: Staffing. We are still understaffed. We may have a different 204B every week. We
are short 14 supervisors. (This is supervisor staffing.) It is hard to get supervisor 
staffing for the weekend. MP staffing is also short.
6. What would you say is the best thing about the crew chief project? The worst thing? 
BEST
■Jl: The empowerment of employees. The have a say in their job
U2: It has a chance to chance the working environment, and it has to some extent.
'J3: Helped morale some. Input on efficiency and safety. (Not much yet, but some.)
Ml: The positive suggestions we have gotten from employees. CCs are very sincerely 
interested in making operation better.
M2: Like the concept. If people accepted it, it could be good. .
M3: It helps me get back in touch with employees and operations. We deal with problems
in the steering committee. I see what is going on.
WORST ' .
ai: Having a CC who thinks he's a supervisor.
U2: I don't see anything negative about the CC project. It has raised awareness of some
negative things that already existed.
U3; Some animosity among workers. Some CCs have overstepped bounds. (Certain ones in 
no specific areas) More communication skills are needed.
Ml: Perception of CC as another layer of management between employee and supervisor.
M2: Lack of accountability. CCs don't make sure people stay on machines.
M3: It takes a lot of my time and their time. It even takes up time to set up meetings.
7. Do you think the crew chiefs in your facility were adequately trained to perform
their new function, both technically and interpersonallv?
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'Jl: Some could use interpersonal training. Technically, it was OK.
U2: No. Anyone outside of the first group did not receive technical training. IP 
training was a farce. The training course as it is set out is a pretty good layout. 
Technical Side needs to he updated. :? is good, out depends on trainer. Technical is 
just not adequate, it relates to certain types of mail, and thus certain cities need 
certain training.
'J3; More communication skills are needed, although this is hard to train. Need to know 
how to talk to people and ask people and listen without losing tempers. Technically, 
they know their jobs well in general.
Ml; Initial training was very good. Follow-up training would be useful in re­
emphasizing what was covered earlier.
M2; Technically, yes. Interpersonally, no. There are problems because the CCs don't 
know how to talk to the MPs.
M3: You can never get too much training. We are giving refresher training on November 
29 and 30. With almost a year of program, questions may be better, discussion may be
more productive. We will talk to them aoout our expectations. CCs are not too good on
talking to MP crews in a group. It is an area of concern to us. If they do this on a
regular basis, they won't be viewed as ;ust standing around and not helping.
3. Overall, do you think most of the current crew chiefs are competent to perform the 
crew chief job?
Uli Yes
U2: Yes, most of them.
U3: Yes 
Ml: Yes.
M2: An effective CC should have a good report from employees. An effective CC should 
have good interpersonal skills (non-antagonistic, non-flusterable, have control.) An 
effective CC should have enough technical skills to function, but this is not as 
important as IP skills.
M3: I am very surprised. I think the majority are competent, are very good, some of 
them are growing. Probe: Some are in it for themselves. We heard that some are in it 
for the money and different days off. Some were bored, wanted to help to get mail out 
in a different way. It seems like Tour 1 is doing well, Mgt there knew the goals of 
the program and had open communication. We have enlarged the steering committee to 
bring Tour 3 more on board.
9. Do the crew chiefs in your facility spend time on the machines? How much and for 
what reasons? PROBE: Do they spend an a p p r o p r ia te time on the machines? Do they 
relieve crew members for breaks or participate during heavy/difficult mail flow times?
Ul; Yes, some spend enough, but some employees'think they should spend more. They only 
relieve crew members for breaks if they have to. Yes, they participate during 
heavy/difficult periods.
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12: 'fes. Supervisors who are negative aoout CC program allow CCs to work on the 
machines to undermine the program. In general, the CCs spend too little time on the 
macnines. CCs have been allowed to relieve crew members for breaks. CCs participate 
during heavy/difficuit times more than in other cases or for other reasons.
'J3: Yes. Some too much. CC3 relieve crew members for breaks. (Don't know how often 
but they will when needed.) The CCs participate in heavy/difficult mail times.
Ml; The CCs spend very little time on the machines. This leads to perception of CC as 
lower level supervisor. The CCs very se.dom rel. /e crew members for breaks. They 
participate in heavy/difficult mail flow times mucn less than we would like.
M2: Some CCs relieve, some don't. Mainly, they relieve for restroom breaks and heavy 
mail flew.
M3: The CCs relieve for 2 hours per day for emergency breaks, for lunch breaks, to work 
•.ith somebody. We are encouraging them to work on the machines more. Some may work 
four hours because of the staffing. They are moving mail in and out of the area and 
having to schedule the machines. Probe: They are spending the amount of time on the 
machines that we predicted. It costs money, it is an investment. As mgt, I would like 
to see them spend more, but for the program they are spending a proper amount.
10. What kinds of regularly scheduled meetings do the crew chiefs participate in ?
What is generally the purpose of these meetings? What is discussed/accomplished?
A. Meetings among crew chiefs >
Ul: We have done this. We have scheduled a 10 minute overlap of CCs between tour for 
facilitation of mail flow.
i
02: 10 minute overlap between tours to handle operational issues. Each CC's lunch is 
extended by 5 minutes.
03: They meet daily on a casual basis. They utilize each other's experience, etc. They 
meet with other tours, overlap time for tours, pass information, etc.
Ml: Role issue here, in some cases there had been friction among CC.
M2: No. Very infrequent. There is a constant change of CCs and supervisors.
M3: Yes, there is a ten minute overlap between tours where they discuss things.
B. Meetings between crew chiefs and supervisors
Ul: Every three weeks on Tour 1 to air any problems they were having. To keep things 
from going to the steering smmittee.
U2: Tour 1, but not Tour 3 Discuss issues related to that tour. To keep things from 
coming up in steering committee.
U3: They meet to discuss problems and what to do about them. This is a "bitch session" 
for the CC. They discuss how to make job easier.
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Ml: X meet with CC and supervisor every three weeks on Tour 1. We bring up anything.
We bring up staff from the steering committee. Union steward is there. (Seems to work 
well.)
M2: This is also very infrequent, although it happened before. The format was round­
table, we let the CCs bring up the issues. The issues consisted of machines, other 
tours not breaking down mail, staffing issues. Not much is accomplished at these 
meetings.
M3: There is a Tour 1 meeting with MDO and supervisor at least once a month. Everything 
from technical stuff to attitudes is discussed. There might be griping about anything 
under the sun. The more meetings you have, the less they become a bitch session and the 
more they can focus on improving conditions.
C. Meetings between crew chiefs and local steering committee 
•Jl:
U2:
U3: No. Steering Committee members will attend CC meeting. Would like to see a meeting 
occasionally between CC and steering committee.
Ml:
M2: Maybe once. Future meeting.
M3: The first one we had was last week. We got a lot out.
D. Meetings between crew chiefs and Mail Processors
Ul: No, but we could use a safety talk or a rap session. But things are very busy, we
don't have a lot of time.
U2: Depends on CC and supervisor. Sometimes in safety meeting, other times as a service 
talk. Sometimes with supervisor, sometimes without. Xt has been a benefit to the 
supervisor having the supervisor absent. It allows employees to vent items that they 
might be more comfortable in bringing up without the supervisor. When people talk about 
their work, they are more comfortable with people who know the work.
U3: yes, weekly, but not followed through. Often postponed, tends to be a "rap" 
session. Some have impromptu meeting with workers for five minutes when problems occur.
Ml: Some give weekly talk as part of safety talk. Ten minute meeting once a week.
M2: yes, this occurs weekly. Xt is informal and many issues such as space, staffing are
discussed.
M3: Not enough meeting. Only a selected few have meetings. We plan to meet at least 
once a month.
E. Other
U3: Need more involvement of CC. Need to write agenda items beforehand.
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M3: We meet at least monthly, we aiso cet letters which we solicit. Now that the 
letters are going to steering committee members, the response may not be timely enough 
cecause it had to wait for the meetings.
11. Are the crew chiefs assigned to a regular crew or do they rotate? How should they 
oe organized?
Jl: Regular crew. They do this now.
T2: Need to be assigned to a regular crew. It is not done this way now.
U3: Regular crew. Employees wouid prefer it that way. The employees would know who 
they work with and CC would know employees.
Ml: I believe they are better off with a regular crew. (Only BCS rotate.)
'12: Regular crew is good. Revolving CCs -s a problem because people need to get used to 
working with each other.
M3: CCs are basically assigned to machines, they generally have the same group of 
people.
12. Do the same people work together regularly or do they rotate? Describe how they
are organized.
Ul: This is a matter for each site. They would like to be together. Some machines and
schemes are harder, changeovers give a break.
U2: CC and crew should stay together. '
U3: Some machines have more work so they must rotate. Thus, they should rotate to
equalize work. Mostly for task reasons not for others.
Ml: I think everything needs stability and having same crew help. People work together. 
They think working together, they are peers.
M2: The same people work together regularly and this works well.
M3: They might work in a group of 20 employees regularly.
13. How are crew chiefs organized to cover the 7 day a week operation? How has that
worked out? What would you recommend?
Ul:
U2: Regular CCs have Saturday and Sunday off. The relief system doesn't work. MPs work
without CC. We are working a lot of overtime. CCs come in on their off days to work.
U3:
Ml: All full-time CCs have weekend off. Relief CCs cover days off. There might be one
day where machines are only staffed six days in a week.
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M2: We don't have seven day coverage, it is six day coverage. No CC on Sunday. Relief 
on Sunday. This is not a problem. We need stability. The three-month unelection 
process is not working.
M3: We have weekend coverage. We have had very little response to getting CC to bid on 
coverage on the weekend. We have reliefs. We are adequately staffed for heavy mail 
volume. Off days are a problem. The positions with Tues. and Weds, off have not been 
bid for. I have heard of no times when no CC is available. Some relief CC will get to 
cover more machines on weekends because we can't get a regular CC then.
14. If the crew chief program is made permanent, what changes would you suggest?
Ul: Unelections every 6 months. I'd like it to be senior qualified (it is like this at 
Royal Oak.) I'd like to see CCs be in the job for 6 months. Give them more money.
Make them Level 7.
V2: 1) The money. The CC has to be paid more. It is an insult to the individual (??)
We have individuals who won't do it because it doesn't pay enough. 2) Training has to
be done properly, MP has to be included in training so they know what is going on. Now 
rhey aren't included. It is just a pilot program so people can say they need to do 
something and they don't.
U3: CC should be elected. Not seniority; no guarantee best qualified. Election would 
get someone with a personality. That is part of what you need. More training on 
communications. Tell exactly what crew chief position is about and leave them alone to 
do the job. Stop power games that develop. Exact rules about CCs responsibilities.
Ml: Maintain some type of steering committee forum for issues that come up. Seniority
only for selection is not the best way. Maybe there should be a committee that reviews 
applications, want cc more involved in bargaining unit work, working with people on 
machines.
M2:
M3: I think some tracking on hard numbers for CC absenteeism, sick leave, productivity. 
The program has to be better delineated in terms of the roles of the CC and supervisor. 
We need to solidify the supervisors. On the national level, NAPs feel threatened.
15. On a 10-point scale (with 10 being extremely supportive), how supportive of the 
crew chief project are you A) As it currently exists? and B) As it could function
ideally?
01: 6; 10
02: 6; 10
03: 8; 10
Ml: 4; 8.5
M2: 2, 8-9
M3: 7; 10
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SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW FOR THE CREW CHIEF PROJECT 
CITY: S t .  P a u l
1. What are your positions in the USPS (and APWU) ? (Title?) Note 
if person is on local crew chief steering committee.
U n io n  p e r s o n n e l  c o n s i s t  o f  3 M a il  P r o c e s s o r s ,  a n d  o n e  f o r m e r  LSM. 
Two a r e  u n io n  s t e w a r d s ,  tw o  a r e  s t e e r i n g  c o m m it te e  m em b ers a n d  o n e  
h a s  h e l d  t h e  o f f i c e  o f  L o c a l  P r e s i d e n t .
M an agem en t p e r s o n n e l  c o n s i s t  o f  3 MDOs, tw o  o f  w h ic h  a r e  o n  t h e  
s t e e r i n g  c o m m it t e e .
2. How has the union-management relationship changed since last 
year?
U l : I t  h a s  im p r o v e d  a  g r e a t  d e a l  o n  t h i s  t o u r ,  a n d  p e o p l e  a r e
t r y i n g  t h r o u g h o u t  t h e  p l a n t .
U 2 : P r e t t y  g o o d  r e l a t i o n s h i p  l a s t  y e a r  a n d  t h i s  y e a r .
R e s t r u c t u r i n g  h a s  c a u s e d  c o n f u s i o n  a s  t o  who i s  r e s p o n s i b l e  
a n d  c o o p e r a t i o n .  N eed  m ore c o n s i s t e n t  m an agem en t p r e s e n c e .  
U n io n  i s  o n l y  c o n s i s t e n t  p r e s e n c e .
U 3 : I n v o lv e m e n t  i n  CC i s  g o o d . CCs a r e  d o in g  t h e  j o b .  S e e n  a s
so m e o n e  t o  w ork  w i t h ,  n o t  a  t h r e a t .  S t i l l  u n io n -m a n a g e m e n t  
c o n f l i c t .  N eed  new  s u p e r v i s o r s ,  s t i l l  u s i n g  i d e a s  fr o m  30  
y e a r s  a g o .
U 4; B e tw e e n  u n io n  a n d  m a n a g em en t, m an agem en t i s  c o o p e r a t i n g  w i t h  
t h e  p r o j e c t  a n d  l i s t e n i n g  m o r e . Som e i n s t a n c e s  o k .  C rew  
c h i e f  i s  o k .  W ith  o t h e r  t h i n g s ,  t h e r e  a r e  s t i l l  d i f f e r e n c e s .  
M l: R e a l l y  h a s  im p r o v e d . F i r s t  c o o p e r a t i o n  s i g n s  i n  3 4  y e a r s ,
s t a t e m e n t  fro m  NAPS r e g a r d i n g  c o o p e r a t i o n .  S e e  c o p y  fr o m  APWU 
s t a t e m e n t .  T h e r e  a r e  som e n e g a t i v e s ,  b u t  m ore c o o p e r a t i o n  
w h ic h  w a s s u r p r i s i n g .
M2 I t  h a s  g o t t e n  b e t t e r  -  v e r y  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  m a k in g  t h e  CC
p r o g r a m  w o r k . T h in g s  h a v e  o p e n e d  u p . We h a n d le  s t e p  2 o f  t h e  
g r i e v a n c e  p r o c e d u r e  a n d  o t h e r  d i s c i p l i n e ,  b u t  t h e y  u s e d  t o  
h a n d le  i t .  T h e r e  i s  a l s o  m ore c o m m u n ic a t io n .
M3: B e t t e r ,  b u t  o v e r a l l  t r u s t  l e v e l  i s  lo w ,  n e e d s  t o  b e  im p r o v e d .
Sam e p e o p l e  now a s  l a s t  y e a r  a t  t h i s  l e v e l  (MDOs) . U p p e r  
l e v e l  i s  m ore r e m o v e d  th a n  MDOs a n d  h a s  im p r o v e d  s o m e w h a t . 
B e f o r e ,  u p p e r  l e v e l  (a b o v e  MDO) w as e v e n  m ore r e m o v e d  t h a n  i t  
i s  now .
3. What has changed in automation because of the crew chief 
program?
U l:  A t  f i r s t  t h e  CC p ro g ra m  w a s n o t  w e l l  l i k e d  a t  a l l .  Now t h e
e n v ir o n m e n t  h a s  im p r o v e d .
U 2 : M ix e d  r e s u l t s  -  som e e m p lo y e e  c o n c e r n s  h a v e  b e e n  a d d r e s s e d .
I n  som e w a y s , t h e  CC p ro g r a m  w a s a  l i g h t n i n g  r o d  f o r  e v e r y  
a u t o m a t io n  p r o b le m  ( i . e .  r e s o u r c e s  a c q u i s i t i o n ,  CC c a n ' t  d o  
e v e r y t h i n g ) . T h e r e  a r e  im p r o v e d  w o r k in g  c o n d i t i o n s  i n  t h i s  
u n i t  (m ore v o i c e  o n  t a s k s ) . M an agem en t s h o u l d  h a v e  h a d
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c o m m itm e n ts  (1  y r )  t o  p o s i t i o n  a s  w e l l  a s  CC. M an agem en t  
d i s a p p e a r s  a n d  p o i n t s  f i n g e r s  (o n e  m a n a g er  a s s i g n e d  t o  t h a t  
p o s i t i o n  f o r  o n e  y e a r )  . T h e r e  i s  a  l a c k  o f  c o n s i s t e n t  
m a n a g e m e n t .
U3 s M a i l  f l o w  i s  s m o o t h e r .  M ore a v a i l a b l e  m a i l  o n  t h e  m a c h in e  
w h en  i t  s h o u ld  b e  t h e r e ,  l e s s  m a c h in e  dow n t i m e .  T h e y  
e s t a b l i s h e d  tw o  b r i d g e  t o u r s  w i t h  CCs t o  h e l p  t i e  t o u r s  
t o g e t h e r .  Can jum p o n  m a c h in e s  now , n o t  w o r r y  a b o u t  g e t t i n g  
m a i l  t o  t h e  m a c h in e s .
U 4 : O p e r a t i o n s  r u n  a  l o t  s m o o t h e r .  T h e r e  i s  l e s s  c o n f l i c t  w i t h
s u p e r v i s o r s  a n d  e m p lo y e e s .  L e s s  c o n t a c t  i s  p r e f e r r e d  o n  b o t h  
s i d e s .
M l: M a il  p r o c e s s o r s  a n d  o t h e r s  h a v e  a n  a v e n u e  f o r  e x p r e s s i n g
p r o b l e m s . T h e y  c a n  b e  m ore v o c a l . T h e y  s e e  t h i n g s  fr o m  
d i f f e r e n t  p e r s p e c t i v e .  M uch m ore c o m m u n ic a t io n  r e g a r d i n g  m a i l  
s o r t i n g .  Ebb a n d  f l o w  p r o g r e s s  h a s  o c c u r r e d ,  g e n e r a l  t r e n d  i s  
p o s s i b l e .  ■
M2: T he p r o g r a m  i s  s t i l l  v e r y  n ew . T h e r e  w e r e  som e p r o b le m s  e a r l y
t h a t  n e e d e d  i r o n i n g  o u t .  T h e r e  i s  m ore f l e x i b i l i t y  w i t h  C C s. 
MPs h a v e  m ore v o i c e  i n  t h e  p r o c e s s .
M3: P e o p le  h a v e  m ore " s t o c k  i n  p r o d u c t "  -  CC h a s  t a k e n  a w a y  som e
o f  t h e  " ed ge"  o f  s u p e r v i s i o n  c o n t r o l  o v e r  e m p lo y e e .  CC p o i n t s  
o u t  w h e r e  s u p e r v i s i o n  c a n  c h a n g e .  A t  t h i s  f a c i l i t y ,  
U n io n /M a n a g e m e n t r e l a t i o n s  a r e  f o r m a l ,  a n d  CC f i t s  t h e  w ay  
t h i s  f a c i l i t y  r u n s .  A t o t h e r  f a c i l i t i e s ,  w h e r e  r e l a t i o n s  a r e  
b e t t e r  (m ore o p e n )  p e r h a p s  a  CC p r o g r a m  w o u ld  n o t  b e  n e e d e d .  
H e r e ,  h o w e v e r , c o m m u n ic a t io n  w a s v e r y  p o o r  b e f o r e  t h e  CC 
p r o g r a m . T h e r e  w a s n o  fo r m a l  w ay ( o r g a n i z a t i o n a l l y  s a n c t i o n e d  
w ay) f o r  e m p lo y e e s  t o  v o i c e  o p i n i o n s ,  t o  i n f l u e n c e  how w ork  i s  
d o n e .  K ey i s  p a r t i c i p a t i o n .
4. Is the crew chief program functioning the way you thought it
would?
U l:  We n e e d  m ore CCs o n  t h i s  t o u r .  I t  i s  e x p e c t e d ,  p e o p l e  w e r e
f e a r f u l  a n d  t h e n  l i k e d  i t  a f t e r  t h e y  g o t  u s e d  t o  i t .
U 2 : I  t h o u g h t  i t  w o u ld  b e  b e t t e r  b u t  i t  i s  d o i n g  o . k .  M an agem en t
w a s r e s i s t a n t  a n d  s e e s  i t  a s  a  t h r e a t  t o  th e m  ( i . e .  l i n e  
m a n a g e r s ) .
U 3 : How w o u ld  i t  r u n ?  E x p e c t e d  r e s e n t m e n t  o n  t h e  p a r t  o f  t h e
s u p e r v i s o r s ,  b u t  t h a t  w a s o n l y  t r u e  e a r l y  o n .  Now CCs a r e  
r u n n in g  m a c h in e s  l i k e  t h e y  a r e  s u p p o s e d  t o .  S u p e r v i s o r s  d o  
n o t  r e s e n t  th e m . CCs a r e  i n  j o b s  w h e r e  t h e y  m ig h t  n o t
o t h e r w i s e  b e  w i t h o u t  CC p r o j e c t .
U 4 : Human n a t u r e  i s  a  p r o b le m . CCs a r e  s l a c k i n g  o f f  o n  t h e i r
d u t i e s .  M ore s u p e r v i s i n g  t h a n  w o r k in g  w i t h  c r e w  ( i . e .  h e l p i n g  
g e t  t h e  m a i l  o u t ,  a n d  n o t ) .
M l: N o , h a d  f e e l i n g  t h a t  CCs w o u ld  d i v e  i n t o  w o r k , b u t
i n t e r p e r s o n a l  p r o b le m s  a r o s e .  P e o p l e  w e r e  u n h a p p y  t o  b e g i n  
w i t h ,  a n d  o n e  p e r s o n  w a s a  p r o b le m  b e c a u s e  o f  c o m p l a i n i n g  -  
som e CCs t h o u g h t  t h a t  b o s s i n g  w a s t h e  m a in  t a s k .  T r a i n i n g  
p r o c e s s  p r o c e e d e d  w i t h  lo w  s t a f f .  N o t  e n o u g h  p e o p l e  i n
t r a i n i n g  s t a f f .  The t r a i n i n g  o f  t h e  CCs w a s d o n e  b y
W a s h in g to n  a n d  h a n d le d  b y  B r u c e  S w a n s o n . He s a i d  t h a t  i n  t h e
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i n i t i a l  t r a i n i n g  s e s s i o n ,  som e CCs d i d  n o t  g e t  " t h e  m e s s a g e "  
r e g a r d i n g  t h e  CCs d u t i e s .  A n o th e r  t r a i n i n g  s e s s i o n  w a s  h e l d ,  
a  " f o l l o w  u p " , w i t h  so m e o n e  fro m  M ic h ig a n . T h i s  t r a i n e r  w a s  
v ie w e d  m ore p o s i t i v e l y  a n d  t h e  s e c o n d  s e s s i o n  m ade a  b i g  
im p a c t  o n  som e CCs r e g a r d i n g  t h e i r  w i l l i n g n e s s  o r  d e s i r e  t o  
p e r f o r m  t h e  d u t i e s  o f  t h e  CC.
M2: Y e s ,  so m e w h a t. I t  h a s  com e a r o u n d  b u t  som e t h i n g s  s t i l l  n e e d
w o r k in g  o u t .  We n e e d  som e w ay f o r  CCs t o  b e  r e m o v e d .  
P e r s o n a l i t y  p r o b le m s  c a n  o c c u r  a n d  we n e e d  som e s y s t e m  f o r  
s e t t i n g  new  g u i d e l i n e s .  (CC c a n n o t  j u s t  d i c t a t e  w h a t  t h e y  
w a n t . )
M3: Y e s .  B o th  g o o d  t h i n g s  a n d  b a d . T h a t i s ,  h e  a n t i c i p a t e d  t h a t
t h e  s e n i o r i t y  s e l e c t i o n  p r o c e s s  w o u ld  r e s u l t  i n  so m e CCs n o t  
b e i n g  v e r y  g o o d , b u t  o v e r a l l  t h e  CC p ro g r a m  h a s  t u r n e d  o u t  
v e r y  w e l l .
5 .  W hat d o  y o u  t h i n k  h a s  h i n d e r e d  e f f e c t i v e  im p le m e n t a t io n  o f  t h e
c r e w  c h i e f  p r o g r a m  i n  t h i s  s i t e ?
U l:  L a ck  o f  k n o w le d g e  o f  p r o g r a m  - T o u r  I  d i d  n o t  g e t  i n f o r m a t i o n
o u t  w e l l  e n o u g h . S h o u ld  h a v e  a 3 r d  p a r t y  e x p l a i n i n g  i t ,  n o t  
s u p e r v i s o r s .  S u p e r v i s o r s  g o t  i n f o r m a t i o n  a n d  t h e n
d i s s e m i n a t e d  i t  - a n d  t h e y  d i d n ' t  l i k e  t h e  p r o g r a m  a n d  h a v in g  
t o  g e t  u s e d  t o  i t .
U 2 : T h e r e  i s  r e s i s t a n c e  fro m  l i n e  m a n a g e r s  a n d  r e s t r u c t u r i n g .
T h e r e  i s  a  l a c k  o f  u n d e r s t a n d in g  o f  t h e  p r o g r a m  b y  m a i l  
p r o c e s s o r s .  T he f a i l u r e  o f  CCs t o  w ork  p r o g r a m  a s  o u t l i n e d  
( n o t  e n o u g h  o n  t h e  m a c h i n e s ) . G ood o n e s  g e t  f e e d b a c k  a n d  i t  
i s  a  p o s i t i v e  s i t u a t i o n .  We a s  a  u n io n  c o u l d  h a v e  p u b l i c i z e d  
CC d u t i e s  a n d  w hy t h e  CC p r o g r a m  i s  g o o d .
U 3 : G ood o l e  b o y  n e t w o r k .  M anagem ent f e a r s  c h a n g e  -  l o n g e r  t e n u r e
* m ore f e a r .  H e ld  r e i n s  f o r  s o  l o n g ,  t h e y  w e r e  a f r a i d  t o  l e t  
g o .
U 4: We a r e  s h o r t  s t a f f e d .  T h e r e  a r e  n o t  e n o u g h  p e o p l e  t o  r u n
m a c h in e s  a n d  we a r e  l o o s i n g  m ore t o  t h e  CC p r o g r a m . T h e r e  i s  
a  l a c k  o f  s u p e r v i s i o n  fro m  m a n a g e m e n t. T h e r e , i s  a  l a c k  o f  
p r o p e r  s u p e r v i s i o n .  T ak e hum an s i d e  -  p e o p l e  s l a c k  o f f  -  
m an a g em en t m u st t e l l  CC t h a t  p e o p l e  n e e d  t o  g e t  m o v in g .
M l: No t r a i n i n g  f o r  t h e  s t e e r i n g  c o m m it t e e .  No t r a i n i n g  r e g a r d i n g
t h e  f u n c t i o n  o f  t h e  CC p r o j e c t  a n d  te a m  f u n c t i o n i n g  f o r  
s t e e r i n g  c o m m it t e e .  NAPs w e r e  n o t  a w a r e  o f  t h e  CC p r o g r a m  a n d  
w e r e  h o s t i l e .  M ore p r e p a r a t i o n  a n d  f u l f i l l i n g  e x p e c t a t i o n s  
w o u ld  h a v e  h e l p e d  t h e  r e s i s t a n c e .
M2: R em o v a l o f  CCs i s  a  p r o b le m . M ore q u e s t i o n s  s t i l l  n e e d  t o  b e
a n s w e r e d . What h a p p e n s  w i t h  s e n i o r  MPs? T h i s  m ay b e  a  
d u p l i c a t e  p o s i t i o n  a s  t h e y  a r e  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  s i m i l a r  w o r k .
M3: L a ck  o f  c o m m u n ic a t io n  -  CC m e e t i n g s  w e r e  n o t  v e r y  p r o d u c t i v e ;
t h e y  w e r e  g r i p e  s e s s i o n s .  C h o ic e  o f  s u p e r v i s o r s  -  m a n a g em en t  
c h a n g e s  i n  s u p e r v i s o r s  w a s n e e d e d  t o  c o i n c i d e  w i t h  c h a n g e s  i n  
CC p r o g r a m ; i f  p o s s i b l e ,  i t  w o u ld  h a v e  b e e n  b e t t e r  t o  h a v e  
c h a n g e d  s u p e r v i s o r s .  N o t  a l l  s u p e r v i s o r s  m esh  w i t h  t h e  CC 
p ro g r a m  a s  w e l l  a s  t h e y  s h o u l d  f o r  t h e  p r o g r a m  t o  b e  m a x im a l ly  
e f f e c t i v e .
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6. What would you say Is the best thing about the crew chief
project? The worst t h in g ?
Best Things
U l:  M ore v a r i e t y  i n  w o r k . Can a s k  w o r k e r ,  f e l l o w  w o r k e r ,  f o r  h e l p
-  n o t  s u p e r v i s o r .
U 2 : E m p lo y e e s  h a v e  m ore i n p u t  i n t o  d a y  t o  d a y  c o n d i t i o n s  ( n o t
n e g o t i a t i o n ,  b u t  t o  d e c i d e  o n  t a s k s  a n d  w a y s  t o  dd  th em ) . 
C a n ' t  u s e  i t  t o  g e t  a r o u n d  u n io n  a n d  s t e p s  m u st  b e  m o n i t o r e d  
b y  b o t h  s i d e s .  A l s o ,  p r o m o t io n a l  o p p o r t u n i t i e s .
U 3 : G i v e s  c o n t r o l  t o  w o r k e r s .
U 4: T h e  u n i t  s e e m s  m ore o r g a n i z e d  ( d a i l y  w o r k lo a d  i s  m ore
o r g a n i z e d )  . P e o p le  a r e  m ore a w a r e  o f  w h a t n e e d s  t o  b e  d o n e  o r  
i s  l e f t  t o  b e  d o n e .
M l: We a r e  g i v i n g  c r e d i t  f o r  p e o p l e  b e i n g  t h i n k i n g  hu m an s a n d  n o t
c o g s  i n  a  m a c h in e .  T h e r e  i s  m ore  c o n s u l t a t i o n  -  MPs know  t h e  
w o r k  w e l l  a n d  t h a t  w a s i g n o r e d  b e f o r e .
M2: I t  f r e e s  t h e  s u p e r v i s o r  t o  d o  o t h e r  t h i n g s  l i k e  q u a l i t y
c o n t r o l .  A l s o ,  a  v o i c e  i s  g i v e n  t o  som e i n d i v i d u a l s .  M ore 
v o i c e  i s  g o o d .
M3: G e t s  e m p lo y e e s  i n v o l v e d  -  h e l p s  th e m  s e e  how  s u p e r v i s o r s  w o rk
i s  -  how  h a r d  i t  i s .
Worst Thing:
Ul: CC lets it go their head, thinking they are supervisors. This
has subsided with time.
U 2 : L a c k  o f  C om m itm ent o f  l i n e  s u p e r v i s o r s .  N o t  t r a i n e d  w e l l
e n o u g h  (MDOs a n d  P l a n t  M an ager  i s  o . k . ) . M e c h a n ism  t o  r e m o v e  
b a d  CC.
U 3 : T h e r e s e n t m e n t  fro m  som e s e n i o r  e m p lo y e e s  t o w a r d s  CC b e c a u s e
CCs t e n d  t o  h a v e  l e s s  s e n i o r i t y .  H ig h e r  s e n i o r i t y  t e n d e d  t o  
b e  s k e p t i c a l ,  t h e r e f o r e  d i d n ' t  b i d  o n  CC p o s i t i o n s .
U 4 : T h e r e  a r e  n o  c l e a r  g o a l s  o r  f o c u s  o f  w h o le  p r o j e c t .
M l: NAPs f e a r  l o o s i n g  m ore p e o p l e .  I  s e e  t h a t  f e a r  i s  n o t  f o u n d e d
h e r e ,  b u t  I 'm  n o t  s u r e  a b o u t  n a t i o n a l l y  -  m uch c o n f l i c t ,  m u st  
s o l v e  t h e  i s s u e .
M2: I f  so m e o n e  i s  f o u l i n g  u p  t h e  p r o g r a m , t h e n  t h e y  n e e d  t o  g e t
th e m  o u t  o f  t h e  s y s t e m .  G e t r i d  o f  t h e  CC w h en  n o t  w o r k in g .  
A l s o ,  how  d o  y o u  d e a l  w i t h  a  n e g a t i v e l y  p e r c e i v e d  CC?
M3: H e a r in g  im p a ir e d  p e o p l e  n e e d  s p e c i a l  a c c o m m o d a t io n s ;  t h i s
m a k es i t  c o m p l i c a t e d  f o r  e v e r y o n e .
7. Do you think the crew chiefs in your facility were adequately
trained to perform their new function, both technically and
interpersonally?
U l:  I n t e r p e r s o n a l  t r a i n i n g  w a s  g o o d  e n o u g h  -  c a n ' t  b e  t r a i n e d .  I t
i s  n o t  a  t r a i n i n g  i s s u e ,  i t  i s  a  s e l e c t i o n  i s s u e .  T e c h n i c a l  
t r a i n i n g  w a s  g o o d  e n o u g h .
U 2: I n i t i a l l y ,  t h e y  g o t  t h e  r i g h t  a m o u n t o f  t r a i n i n g .  A l o t  o f
r e f r e s h e r  t r a i n i n g  w a s n e e d e d  ( t a s k  & w h a t  w a s  n e e d e d  d i d n ' t  
g e t  im p le m e n t e d  b e c a u s e  " p e o p le  a d j u s t  s l o w l y " ) . T h e  p a c k a g e
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w a s g o o d ,  b u t  t h e  j o b  o f  CC c a n ' t  b e  s e p a r a t e d  fro m  i n d i v i d u a l  
s t y l e s .
U 3 : T e c h n i c a l  t r a i n i n g  w as g o o d  a n d  h a s  w o rk ed  r a t h e r  w e l l  . T h e r e
i s  a  l a c k  o f  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  t r a i n i n g .  Of o p i n i o n  t h e y  a r e  
b o s s e s ,  o r  a g e n t s  o f  c h a n g e .  N o t a g e n t s  o f  c h a n g e ,  h o w e v e r .
U 4 : CCs w e r e  t r a i n e d  a d e q u a t e l y  -  I  t r a i n e d  th e m .
M l: T h ey  a r e  now t r a i n e d  t o  a  g r e a t  e x t e n t .  We r a n  a  s e c o n d
s e s s i o n  w i t h  t h e  f i r s t  c h o s e n  CCs -  l a t e r  c l a s s e s  w o r k e d  w e l l  
a n d  c o m m u n ic a t io n  w as t h e  # 1  t h i n g  t o  w ork  o n  i n  d e a l i n g  w i t h  
p e o p l e .  V in c e  P a la d in o  sa w  a  l i n k  b e tw e e n  CC im p le m e n t a t io n  
a n d  s u p e r v i s o r  l a y o f f s  -  saw  a  c a u s a l  l i n k .
M2: T e c h n i c a l  t r a i n i n g  i s  g o o d  - t h e y  w e r e  q u a l i f i e d  b e f o r e .
I n t e r p e r s o n a l l y ,  t h e  t r a i n i n g  s e e m s  a d e q u a t e .
M3: We don't need any more technical training. CCs for the most
part are knowledgeable of the way machines run. However, not 
all are, and this is something that could be fixed via 
improved selection. Some can, and some can't be trained
interpersonally; this could be improved by better selection.
8. Overall, what proportion of the current crew chiefs do you
think are competent to perform the crew chief job?
U l:  33% T h o s e  who a r e  e f f e c t i v e  a r e  s u r e ,  w ork  b e t t e r  w i t h
p e o p l e .
U 2 : 90% a r e  e f f e c t i v e  an d  h a v e  t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  m ake t h e m s e l v e s  s e e n
a s  m a i l  p r o c e s s o r s  an d  a b i l i t y  t o  b e  s e e n  a s  a  c r e w  m em ber a n d  
s t i l l  g e t  t h e  j o b  d o n e  an d  g e t  o t h e r s  t o  s e e  t h a t  t h e i r  j o b  i s  
im p o r t a n t .  P r o j e c t  a n  u n s e l f i s h  a t t i t u d e .
U 3 : 80% T h o s e  e f f e c t i v e  d o  d e c e n t ,  o u t s t a n d i n g  j o b  r e g a r d l e s s  o f
t o u r .  I n e f f e c t i v e  t o o k  i t  f o r  d a y s  o f f ,  o r  t o u r  c h a n g e .  T h ey  
a r e  m ore l i k e l y  t o  s e e  s e l v e s  a s  b o s s ,  l e s s  a b l e  t o  
c o m m u n ic a te . T oo  a u t h o r i t a t i v e .
U 4: 85% a r e  c a p a b l e .  N eed  t o  rem em b er t r a i n i n g  a n d  w o rk  o n  own
w i t h o u t  d i r e c t  g u i d a n c e .  T h ey  n e e d  t o  know  t h e  m e a n in g  o f  CC 
-  p a r t  o f  t h e  c r e w , w ork  w i t h  t h e  c r e w , g i v e  g u i d a n c e ,  a n d  
w ork  o n  t a s k .  M u st b e  a b l e  t o  d e a l  w i t h  p e o p l e  a n d  som e w e r e  
b a d  a n d  a r e  g o n e ,  t h o s e  now a r e  s t i l l  w o r k in g  o n  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  
s k i l l s .
M l: 50% o r  m ore 75% -  tw o  h a v e  r e s i g n e d ,  b u t  %s a r e  t h e  sa m e .
S e l e c t i o n  i s  im p o r t a n t  -  s e n i o r  b i d d e r  t o o k  j o b .  B e c a u s e  o f  
h o u r s  o r  d a y s  o f f ,  w e r e  r e a s o n s  f o r  j o b  b i d .  W it h in  t o u r  
b i d d i n g  w o u ld  h e l p .  A g o o d  CC d i v e s  i n t o  w ork  -  k n o w s w h a t  
n e e d s  t o  b e  d o n e  a n d  s e t s  a n  e x a m p le .  M ost m a tc h  m a i l  v o lu m e ,  
m a c h in e s  a n d  w o r k e r s  a n d  m a tc h  th em  f o r  b e s t  r e s u l t s .
M2: 80% G ood o n e s  t a k e  c h a r g e  o f  te a m  t a s k s .  T h e y  g e t  t h i n g s
s t a r t e d ,  p r i o r i t i z e ,  a n d  a s s i g n  t a s k s .
M3: 75-80%  O n ly  1 o r  2 a r e  q u e s t i o n a b l e .  Som e b a d  CCs j u s t
w a n te d  j o b  t o  g e t  o n  d a y s .  " B r id g e  B id s " ,  w h e r e  t o u r s  a r e  
t i e d  t o g e t h e r ,  i s  a  s u g g e s t e d  r o l e  b e i n g  c o n s i d e r e d .  T h e s e  
p e o p l e  w o u ld  l i n k  t o u r s ,  w h ic h  w o u ld  h e l p  f a c i l i t a t e  
o p e r a t i o n s .  E f f e c t i v e  CCs h a v e  b e t t e r  c o m m u n ic a t io n  s k i l l s  -  
t h a t  i s ,  t h e y  a r e  v e r y  p o p u l a r .  A " p o p u l a r i t y  c o n t e s t "  
a p p r o a c h  w o u ld  w ork  f o r  s e l e c t i n g  C C s. A l s o ,  CCs who a r e  
b e t t e r  h a v e  b e t t e r  k n o w le d g e  o f  m a c h in e s ,  a n d
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p e c u l i a r i t i e s / p r o b l e m s .  A g a in ,  p o p v l a r i t y  a p p r o a c h  w o u ld  
h i g h l i g h t  b e t t e r  CC t y p e  p e o p l e  b e c a u s e  o t h e r s  know  w ho i s  t h e  
m o re k n o w le d g e a b le  e m p lo y e e .
9. Do the crew chiefs in your facility spend time on the machines?
U l:  Y e s ,  o n  t o u r  I ,  . T o u r  I I I  l e s s ,  T o u r  I I  d o  a l s o  s p e n d  t i m e .
Som e d a y s  m o r e , som e d a y s  l e s s .  T h ey  f i l l  i n  f o r  b r e a k s ,  
l u n c h e s .  T h is  i s  a s  i t  s h o u ld  b e .
U 2 : Y e s ,  i t  t o o k  a  w h i l e .  Two CCs h a d  a  p r o b le m  w i t h  t h i s  p a r t .
Y e s ,  so m e , a t  l e a s t  h a l f  a s  p a r t  o f  e v e r y  d a y .  Y e s ,  t o  b e  a  
p a r t  o f  t h e  c r e w , f i l l i n g  i n  f o r  b r e a k s ,  w h en  s e e i n g  n u r s e ,  
a n d  o t h e r  o f f  t h e  j o b  n e e d s .
U 3 : S p e n d  t h e i r  s h a r e  -  how m uch? 40% Why? B r e a k s ,  sm o k e ,
b a th r o o m , t i r e d  o f  m a c h in e .
U 4 : M in im a l t im e  i s  s p e n t  o n  t h e  m a c h in e s  , -  v e r y  m in im a l .  5% t o
1% o f  t h e i r  t im e  i s  s p e n t  o n  m a c h in e s .  Some s e e  a  n e e d  a n d  
t h e y  g e t  o n  m a c h in e s ,  o t h e r s  d o n ' t ,  a n y w a y  f o r  a n y  r e a s o n .  
Som e CCs n e e d  n o  g u i d a n c e ,  o t h e r s  a r e  a  p r o b le m .
M l: Y e s ,  v a r i e s  w i d e l y .  1 / 2  t h e  t im e  o n  m a c h in e s ,  som e m o r e , som e
l e s s  d e p e n d in g  o n  t h e  t a s k ,  s c h e d u l e s ,  e t c .  B r e a k s ,  so m e t o  
w o rk  a s  p a r t  o f  t h e  c r e w  an d  t h e y  w ork  o n  d a y s  w h en  t h e y  a r e  
n o t  C C s.
M2: Som e d o ,  som e d o n ' t .  C o m p la in t s  a r o s e  a b o u t  t h o s e  w ho d o n ' t
a n d  so m e , w i t h  m ore t r a i n i n g ,  g o t  t h e  i d e a .  I  d o n ' t  know  how  
m uch t im e  t h e y  s p e n d ,  b u t  t im e  i s  s p e n t  o n  t h e  m a c h in e s  m a in ly  
t o  c o v e r  b r e a k s .
M3: 60-70%  o f  t h e i r  t im e  i s  s p e n t  o n  t h e  m a c h in e s .  T h e  r e s t  o f
t h e  t im e  t h e y  a r e  c h a s i n g  m a i l ,  d o in g  CC t h i n g s ,  e t c .  T h e y  
a r e  o n  m a c h in e s  w hen  s h o r t  s t a f f i n g  r e q u i r e s  r e l i e f  f o r  
b r e a k s ,  v o lu m e  o f  m a i l  o v e r l o a d s  m a c h in e s ,  e t c .  T h e y  a r e  
a lw a y s  b u s y  w i t h  s o m e t h in g  - CCs a r e  a lw a y s  w o r k in g .
PROBE Do they spend an appropriate amount of time on the machines?
U l : OK
U 2 : N o t  s u r e .  T h o s e  t h a t  s p e n d  t im e  o n  t h e  m a c h in e s  a r e  s e e n  a s
g o o d  c r e w  c h i e f s .
U 3 : T h e y  c o u l d  s p e n d  m ore t i m e .
M2: I t  d e p e n d s  o n  t i m i n g .  Som e a r e  n o t  d o i n g  e n o u g h . T h e  80% o f
g o o d  CCs a r e  O .K .
M3: On t h e  a v e r a g e ,  I  c a n ' t  r e a l l y  s a y .
10. For each meeting below, find out frequency, formalness,
purpose, and what is discussed/accomplished?
A. Do the crew chiefs have meetings among themselves?
U l:  Y e s ,  b u t  t o u r  I  h a s n ' t  p a r t i c i p a t e d .  N e e d  T o u r  I  t o  m e sh  w i t h
o t h e r  t o u r s .  T h e m e e t in g  w a s a  1 p .m . w h en  t h e y  w e r e  hom e  
s l e e p i n g .  O n ce a  m o n th , f o r m a l  t h i n g .
U 2 : N o t  f o r m a l  m e e t in g s  -  l o o p  p o s i t i o n s  e x i s t  t o  c o n n e c t  tw o
t o u r s  -  t h i s  t im e  h e l p s  c o m m u n ic a t io n  b e t w e e n  t o u r s .
U 3: T r i e d ,  b u t  d i d n ' t  l i k e  t o  d o  i t  a l o n e .  T h e y  w a n te d  m ore
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s t r u c t u r e d  e n v ir o n m e n t  b e c a u s e  we a l o n e  h a v e  n o  p o w e r  t o  
c h a n g e  t h i n g s  s o  we n e e d  so m e o n e  h e r e  i n  m e e t i n g  w ho c a n  
c h a n g e  t h i n g s .
U 4 : T h e y  t a l k  e v e r y  d a y  -  n o  fo r m a l  m e e t i n g s .  T h e y  d i s c u s s  t a s k s
a n d  w o r k  o n  g o i n g  t a l k i n g .
M l: NO.
M2: Y e s ,  o n c e  a  m o n th .
M3: Y e s ,  o n  t o u r  I I I  o n l y ,  t h e r e  i s  o n e  d a y  f o r  s c h e d u l i n g .  T h e r e
a r e  i n f o r m a l  m e e t in g s  w h e r e  o p e r a t i o n a l  i s s u e s  l i k e  p l a n n i n g  
f o r  d a y ,  w o r k in g  w i t h  s u p e r v i s o r s ,  e t c .  a r e  d i s c u s s e d .
B. Do the crew chiefs have meetings with the supervisors?
U l:  E v e r y  n i g h t  -  t h e y  a s k  w hen  s o m e t h in g  c o m e s  u p . I n f o r m a l  -
s c h e d u l i n g ,  e t c .
U 2 : S u p p o s e d  t o  h a v e  a  m e e t in g  -  i n f o r m a l  m e e t i n g s  -  c r e w  c h i e f s
d o  s e e k  s u p e r v i s o r s  o u t ,  b u t  t h e y  h i d e .
U 3 : O n ce a  m on th  w i t h  CC fro m  a l l  t o u r s ,  2 r e p s  fr o m  m a n a g e m e n t,
a n d  3 s t e e r i n g  c o m m it te e  m e m b e r s .
U 4 : No f o r m a l  m e e t i n g s ,  t h e y  s e e  e a c h  o t h e r  e v e r y  d a y  a s  n e e d e d
w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  e q u ip m e n t  an d  s e t - u p .
M l: Y e s .
M2: Y e s ,  s u p e r v i s o r s  a t t e n d  so m e . F o r  a  w h i l e ,  t h e y  d i d  a t t e n d
a l l ,  b u t  l a t e r  t h e y  a t t e n d e d  o n  a n  a s  n e e d e d  b a s i s .
M3: Y e s ,  i n  t h e  b e g i n n i n g  t h e y  m et e v e r y  d a y  i n  t h e  m e e t i n g s
d e s c r i b e d  i n  10A . A s m any s u p e r v i s o r s  a n d  CCs m et a s  w e r e  
a v a i l a b l e  -  t h a t  i s ,  t h e  m e e t i n g s  w e r e  r e l a t i v e l y  i n f o r m a l .  
W h o e v e r  c o u l d  m ake i t  w o u ld  g o ,  b u t  n o t  e v e r y o n e  c o u l d  m ake i t  
b e c a u s e  o f  p r o b le m s  w i t h  c o n f l i c t i n g  s c h e d u l e s  (o n  s e p a r a t e  
s h i f t s ) .
C. Do the crew chiefs meet with the local steering committee?
U l:  I n f o r m a l l y ,  r i g h t l y  w i t h  a  m em ber.
U 2 : Y e s ,  o n c e  a  m o n th . I n i t i a l l y ,  t o  d i s c u s s  how  t h e  p r o g r a m  i s
g o i n g  a n d  w h a t p r o b le m s  e x i s t .  Now d i s c u s s  j o b s  a n d  t a s k s ,
p r o g r a m  c h a n g e s ,  w o r k in g  c o n d i t i o n  c h a n g e s ,  w o r k  s o r t i n g  
c h a n g e s ,  e t c .
U 3 : Y e s .
U 4 : One p e r  m o n th . D i s c u s s  p r o b le m s ,  d i f f e r e n t  t a s k s  t o  b e  d o n e ,
g r i p e s  a n d  c o m p l a i n t s ,  c o o p e r a t i o n  b e t w e e n  m a n a g em en t a n d  CC.
M l: Y e s .
M2: One a  m o n th . A s t e e r i n g  c o m m it t e e  m em ber a t t e n d s  m e e t i n g s  a n d
m o n i t o r s  t h e  m e e t i n g s .
M3: N o t a l l  s t e e r i n g  c o m m it t e e  m e e t i n g s  h a v e  a l l  s t e e r i n g
c o m m it t e e  m em bers b e c a u s e  o f  s h i f t  c o n f l i c t s .  T h e r e  a r e  g r i p e  
s e s s i o n s  w i t h  CCs a b o u t  o n c e  a  m o n th . O s t e n s i b l y
c o m m u n ic a t io n s ,  a l s o  d i s c u s s  s t a f f i n g , g e t t i n g  r a d i o s , m a i l  
p r o b l e m s . t e c h n i c a l  p e o p l e  w o u ld  a t t e n d  r e g a r d i n g  m a i l  
p r o c e s s i n g  p r o b le m s  (m a c h in e  p r o b l e m s ) , w o r k in g  w i t h  o t h e r  
t o u r s . e t c .  M e e t in g s  a r e  n o t  o v e r l y  f o r m a l .  T h e y  a r e  g r i p e  
s e s s i o n s  i n  t h e  s e n s e  t h a t  f o r  t h e  f i r s t  1 5  m i n u t e s ,  CCs v e n t  
a g g r a v a t i o n  w i t h  t h e  b a d  s u p e r v i s o r ,  b u t  a f t e r  t h a t ,  t h e y  a r e  
f o c u s e d  o n  o p e r a t i o n a l  i s s u e s .
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D. Do the crew chiefs have meetings with their crew members?
U l:  R o t a t e  w i t h  c r e w . W ed n esd a y  n i g h t  s e r v i c e  t a l k s .
U 2 : S e r v i c e  t a l k  t o  in f o r m  th em  a b o u t  p r o g r a m  a n d  t o  in f o r m  th e m
t h a t  i t  i s  t h e i r  p r o g r a m .
U 3 : W e e k ly  s a f e t y / s e r v i c e  t a l k s  b e t w e e n  CC a n d  c r e w .  T a lk  a b o u t
s m o o t h e r  r u n n in g  j o b .
U 4 : N o .
M2: W e e k ly  s e r v i c e  t a l k s  f o r  s a f e t y ,  b u t  n o t h i n g  f o r m a l l y  a b o u t
t h e  t a s k  o r  t h e  CC p r o j e c t .
M3: N o t  s u r e .  S e r v i c e / s a f e t y  t a l k  (5  m in u t e s  e v e r y  w e e k ) i s  o n e
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t h e  CC h a s  a s s u m e d , b u t  o t h e r  t h a n  t h a t ,  i t  i s  
h a r d  t o  s a y .
E. Are their any other meetings in relation to the crew chief
program?
U l : N o .
U 2 : A ny k e y  i s s u e s  ( s t i c k )  W o tz a c k  &. s h e  m e e t  o n  t h a t  s p e c i a l
i s s u e , .  One d a y  t h e y  a n d  e a c h  CC m e e t  t o  a i r  a n y  o p i n i o n s .
M l: R e s o u r c e  p e o p l e  g i v i n g  r e p o r t s  o n  t h e  l a s t  T h u r s d a y  o f  e v e r y
m o n th .
M2: N o .
M3: T he s t e e r i n g  c o m m it t e e  m e e t s  o n c e  e v e r y  t h r e e  m o n t h s .  T h e y
d i d  a  s u r v e y  i n - h o u s e ,  a n d  d i s c u s s e d  r e s u l t s .  T h e s e  m e e t i n g s  
h a v e  s p e c i f i c  a g e n d a s .  I t  i s  a  p r o b le m  g e t t i n g  e v e r y o n e  
t o g e t h e r  b e c a u s e  o f  s h i f t  c o n f l i c t s .  M e e t in g s  w e r e  s e t  u p  a s  
n e e d e d  t o  a d d r e s s  s p e c i f i c  i s s u e s  a n d  w e r e  r e l a t i v e l y  
i n f o r m a l .
11. Are chiefs assigned to a regular crew or do they have
different crew members each day?
U 2 : R o t a t e .
U 3 : R o t a t i n g  s c h e d u l e .
U 4 : CC i s  r o t a t e d  a n d  e a c h  CC h a s  d i f f e r e n t  p e o p l e  e a c h  d a y .
M l: S c h e d u le d  r o t a t i o n .
M2: D i f f e r e n t  c r e w  m en e a c h  d a y ,
M3: R o t a t e .  T h e y  c h o s e  t h i s  p r o c e d u r e .  I t  w o r k s  f i n e ,  g r e a t .  I n
f a c t ,  t h e  w ay t h e  r o t a t i o n  w o r k s  i s  c o m p l i c a t e d ,  b u t  i t  
r e s u l t s  i n  p e o p l e  w o r k in g  o n  d i f f e r e n t  m a c h in e s  w i t h  d i f f e r e n t  
p e o p l e .  I t  p r o v i d e s  v a r i e t y .
12. Do the same people work together regularly in the OCR/BCS/DBCS
unit? All three tours? Describe how they are organized.
U2
U3
U4
Ml
M2
M3
R o t a t e .
R o t a t e .
E v e r y o n e  i s  o n  a  r o t a t i o n  b a s i s  a n d  g o  t h r o u g h  e a c h  p o s i t i o n  
i n  r o t a t i o n .  CCs r o t a t e  o n  a  r e v e r s e  s y s t e m  o f  t h e  m e m b e r s . 
S c h e d u le d  r o t a t i o n .
N o , t h e y  a r e  r o t a t e d  d a i l y .
R o t a t e  p e o p l e  am ong c r e w s  a n d  j o b  a s s i g n m e n t s .  A l l  t o u r s  u s e  
t h i s  r o t a t i o n  p o l i c y .
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13. How are crew chiefs organized to cover the 7 day a week 
operation?
U l:  N o t o n  F r i d a y / S a t u r d a y  f o r  t o u r  I .  A CC i s  o n  OT t o  c o v e r
F r i d a y / S a t u r d a y .
U 2 : R o t a t e .
U 3 : R o t a t e .
U 4 : Som e t o o k  b i d s  w i t h  c e r t a i n  d a y s  o f f  a n d  r e l i e f ,  a n d  t h e
r e l i e f  f i l l s  i n  w hen n o  CC i s  a r o u n d . T h en  i f  n o  CC, a  
s u p e r v i s o r  t a k e s  o v e r ,  c o u l d  b e  a  2 0 4 B  o r  a  r e g u l a r  
s u p e r v i s o r .
M2: R o t a t e  w i t h  r e g u l a r s  a n d  r e l i e f .
M3: N o t a l l  d a y s  a r e  c o v e r e d  ( S u n d a y s , h o l i d a y s ) .  I t  i s  h a r d
e n o u g h  t o  h a n d le  h o l i d a y s ,  i t  i s  g o o d  t o  k e e p  s c h e d u l i n g  
s i m p l e .  R e l i e f  b i d s  a r e  n o t  f i l l e d .
14. If the crew chief program is made permanent, what changes
would you suggest?
U l:  N o t h in g  i n  p a r t i c u l a r .
U 2 : W ant a  p r o v i s i o n  t o  h a v e  f o r m a l  t r a i n i n g  a n d  f o l l o w - u p
t r a i n i n g .  N eed  m ore in v o lv e m e n t  fr o m  s t e e r i n g  c o m m it t e e  i n  
t r a i n i n g .  I t  w o r k e d  b e t t e r  w i t h  t h e  s e c o n d  m e e t i n g .  N eed
m ore  c o n s i s t e n c y  i n  m an agem en t r e p r e s e n t a t i o n .  N e e d  a  w ay t o  
g e t  r i d  o f  b a d  CCs.
U 3 : T h e b i g g e s t  c h a n g e  w o u ld  b e  t o  im p le m e n t  a  b e t t e r  c h o i c e  o f
d a y s  o f f ,  r a t h e r  th a n  w e e k d a y s  o f f .  S e n i o r  p e r s o n s  w i l l  n o t  
g o  t o  j o b  w i t h  w e e k d a y s  o f f .  M ake CC p o s i t i o n  m ore a t t r a c t i v e  
t o  p e o p l e  w i t h  t h e  b e s t  k n o w le d g e .
U 4 : P r o p e r  s t a f f i n g .  B id s  f i l l e d .  O pen CCs e x i s t  a n d  o p e n  MPs
e x i s t .  N eed  a  s y s t e m  f o r  r e m o v a l o f  CC i s  t h e y  a r e  a c t i n g  
l i k e  a  s u p e r v i s o r  a n d  n o t  a  CC.
M l: A w a r d in g  w i t h i n  t o u r  b i d s . Som e i n p u t  o f  CC v i a  c r e w  m em bers
i n  r e g a r d s  t o  t e n u r e .  S o m e t im e s  CC j u s t  d o e s  n o t  w o rk  and  
t h e r e  i s  n o  r e s p o n s e  t o  t h a t .
M2: N e e d  som e w ay t o  i n c r e a s e  t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o f  t h e  CC f o r
t h e i r  t a s k s  a n d  rem o v e  th em  i f  t h e y  a r e  n o t  c o m p l e t i n g  t h e  
t a s k .
M3: S h o u ld  b e  l e v e l  6 (up  fro m  6 ) .  N e e d s  t o  b e  h i g h e r  g r a d e
b e c a u s e  o f  p o t e n t i a l  " S e n io r  M a il  P r o c e s s o r "  w i l l  b e  l e v e l  5 
( t h i s  i s  b e i n g  c o n s i d e r e d  a s  a  new  d e s i g n a t i o n )  . A t  a  h i g h e r  
l e v e l ,  t h e r e  w o u ld  b e  m ore co m m itm en t t o  t h e  j o b .  M a il  
p r o c e s s o r s  w o u ld  c o m p e te  t o  g e t  m ore m o n ey . T h e r e  s h o u l d  b e  
b e t t e r  s e l e c t i o n  -  t h e  s y s t e m  u s e s  s e n i o r i t y  n o w . We n e e d  
c o m p e t i t i o n .  N eed  i n t e r v i e w s  f o c u s i n g  o n  t e c h n i c a l  i s s u e s ,  
i n t e r p e r s o n a l  i s s u e s .  Som e h a v e  p o o r  c o m m u n ic a t io n  s k i l l s  - 
i f  t h e r e  w a s p e e r  e v a l u a t i o n  o f  t h e i r  l e a d e r s h i p  a b i l i t y ,  
t h o s e  p o o r  c o m m u n ic a to r s  w o u ld  n o t  b e  C C s.
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15. On a 10-point scale (with 10 being extremely supportive), how 
supportive of the crew chief project are you:
A s i t  c u r r e n t l y  e x i s t s ?A. s
Ul 8
U2 5
U3 10
U4 10
Ml 8
M2 9
M3 7
C om m en ts:
U l : T o u r  I  n e e d s  m ore C C s. L i k e s  p r o g r a m  b u t  n e e d  a b o u t  4
m o re  CCs e s p e c i a l l y  w i t h  t h e  new  m a c h in e s  c o m in g  i n .
B . A s  i t  c o p l d  f u n c t i o n  i d e a l l y ?
Ul
U2
U3
U4
Ml
M2
M3
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
C o m m en ts:
M l: C o u ld  b e  e x t e n d e d  t o  o t h e r  p a r t s  o f  t h e  P o s t  O f f i c e ,
